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The purpose of this study was to determine the 
effectiveness of using nontraditional referral and screening 
procedures to identify culturally different (minority) 
gifted children. The extreme disparity of representative 
frequencies of these groups within gifted programs 
nationally and in Louisiana prompted research in four 
parishes (counties) to compare nontraditional with 
traditional identification procedures. The nontraditional 
referral procedures included child search methods and parent 
and teacher training about the characteristics of giftedness 
among culturally different populations. Nontraditional 
screening procedures included the use of creativity and 
leadership checklists, analysis of achievement in all 
academic areas, and the use of the Matrix Analogies Test- 
Short Form (MAT-SF) as an intelligence measure. Chi-square 
tests of association and qualitative analyses were used to 
analyze data. Among the referral sample (M = 276) of 
students in grades 1-5, larger numbers of minorities were 
referred and screened using nontraditional methods. A 
significant difference was found (p. < .001) in the 
proportion of minorities ultimately identified as gifted. 
Final eligibility for program placement was based on 
achievement tests and intelligence tests.
A significant difference (p < .05) was found between 
teacher and parent ratings on the creativity checklist. In 
the qualitative analysis of parent/teacher narrative
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comments on the Creativity and Leadership Checklists (n=17), 
parents named significantly more indicators of creativity 
than did teachers. Similarities were found in parents' and 
teachers' observations of students concerning creativity and 
leadership behaviors. Using qualitative analysis, three 
categorical patterns in leadership and creativity indicators 
were identified: cognitive, affective and behavioral.
Further research should investigate specific 
nontraditional assessment procedures that include measures 
to determine cultural characteristics of minority gifted 
children. Particular attention should be given to the areas 
of creativity and leadership as a part of the total 
assessment process. Additionally, such research should 
attempt to determine the effectiveness of the assessment 
procedures to provide a description of the child's abilities 
socially, creatively, academically and intellectually.
CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION
The ideal aim for educational opportunities in American 
schools is that equal opportunities for appropriate education 
should exist for all. Although this aim is supported by 
parents, educators and the public in general, a critical 
review of the literature does not provide evidence that this 
American goal has been achieved. The reality is that extreme 
disparity and discrepancies are found in the ethnic 
representation of children in many programs, including those 
for academically gifted. The ethnic composition of the 
general population in the United States is currently 77% 
White, 12% African-American, 9% Hispanic, and almost 3% Asian 
Pacific (Poonwassie, 1992). White students are referred at a 
greater rate for gifted programs than are minority students. 
As a result, they are placed in programs for the gifted as a 
disproportionate majority (Cohen, 1990).
Some twenty years ago the Federal Government recognized 
the need for minority representation in educational programs 
for the academically gifted. Awareness was created by the 
Marland Report (1972) to Congress on the education of the 
gifted and talented which was the United States Office of 
Education's response to the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Amendments of 1969 (PL91-230). A priority 
recommendation made by this report was to support 
programs designed to improve the screening and
identification of gifted students representing varied 
cultures and backgrounds. In response to the Marland Report, 
the Office of Gifted and Talented was established in 1972.
Historically, the definition of "gifted and talented" 
was first specified within the Marland Report. PL91-230, 
Section 806 defines the terms as follows: "Gifted and
talented children are those identified by professionally 
qualified persons who by virtue of outstanding abilities are 
capable of high performance." Differentiated educational 
programs and/or services are required for these children 
beyond those normally provided by the regular school program 
in order that the realization of their potential contribution 
to self and society may be assured. . The high performance of 
children included those who demonstrate achievement and/or 
potential ability in any one or more of the following areas:
1. General intellectual ability
2. Specific academic aptitude
3. Creative or productive thinking
4. Leadership ability
5. Visual and performing arts
6. Psychomotor ability.
The most recent federal definition (PL100-297) resulted 
from the Jacob K. Javits Gifted and Talented Students 
Education Act of 1988. This act amended the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act's definition as follows:
The term "gifted and talented students" means children 
and youth who give evidence of high performance 
capability in areas such as intellectual, creative, 
artistic, or leadership capacity, or in specific 
academic fields, and who require service or activities 
not ordinarily provided by the school in order to fully 
develop such capabilities. (1988, Title IV, Part B,
Sec. 4103)
Using the broad criteria for identification of the 
gifted and talented set forth in PL100-297, it can be 
generally assumed that 3% to 5% of the school population will 
qualify (c.f. Shore, Cornell, Robinson, Ward, 1991; Sisk, 
1987). However, most identification procedures and programs 
continue to focus primarily on the intellectually gifted. 
According to the 1990 State of the States Gifted and Talented 
Report (1991), intelligence test scores comprise the main 
criteria of identification. In its annual report conducted 
by the Council of State Directors of Programs for the Gifted 
(1991), the survey results indicated that general 
intellectual ability and specific academic aptitude continue 
to comprise the primary definition of giftedness in 44 
states.
A problem persists in identifying representative numbers 
of gifted children from minority populations. This is 
particularly problematic where the definition is limited to 
general intellectual ability or capacity as determined solely 
by intelligence tests. Conventional screening methods tend 
to identify a much higher representation of gifted children 
among the majority population than among the minority 
population.
A study conducted by the Richardson Foundation in Texas 
(Cox, 1985) addressed the issue of minority 
underrepresentation in its national survey. The focus of 
this study was upon the educational provision for high 
ability students who had been labeled "able learners." A 
major finding revealed the inefficiency and ineffectiveness 
of standardized instruments in identifying underrepresented 
gifted students, where neither language factors nor cultural 
strengths are taken into account. The issue of cultural bias 
in testing remains a concern since there is evidence that 
some intelligence and achievement tests contain items that 
are indicative of cultural bias (Bernal & Reyna, 1975; Cohen, 
1990; Frasier, 1989; Marker, 1982; Richert, 1987; Torrance, 
1977). The study concluded with a recommendation for the 
replacement of the practice of using a narrow range of 
identification methods with multi-faceted procedures that 
address multiple talents among many children (Cox, 1985). 
Passow (1984) recommends using a multi-dimensional, multi­
modal and multi-faceted practice that would provide a multi­
cultural matrix for assessment of minority students.
The recommendation to use a variety of identification 
methods occurs throughout the research literature. The 
rationale is grounded in the theory of assessing the whole 
child to include cultural strengths, as well as academic and 
intellectual strengths. The idea of multiple criteria 
reduces the chance that poor, minority and other
systematically marginalized groups of children will be 
ignored. For example, Stanley (1984) recommended that "a 
variety of measures, general and specific, are needed to 
assure a more democratic procedure" (p. 177).
For purposes of this study, the identification of
"talented" students was not investigated since Louisiana's
State Department of Education uses the term "gifted" to
describe only academically gifted children. Louisiana
currently employs the following definition for giftedness
that established a fixed intelligence/academic criteria
(Pupil Appraisal Handbook. 1983):
Gifted children and youth are those who possess 
demonstrated abilities that give evidence of high 
performance in academic and intellectual aptitude. 
NOTE: Gifted at the preschool level and in grades
K-3 means the possession of high intellectual and 
academic potential. (p. 51)
Evidence of high performance and intellectual 
aptitude/potential is determined by standardized tests in 
Louisiana. The mental ability score of preschool and 
kindergarten children must be at least three standard 
deviations above the mean on an individually administered 
intelligence test. In grades 1-3, students must obtain a 
score at least two and a half standard deviations above the 
mean. Students in grades 4-12 must score at least two 
standard deviations above the mean. Eligibility for 
admission to a program for the gifted at all grade levels 
requires a minimum score of at least ten points when scores 
are entered into the cells of the Standard Matrix provided in
Bulletin 1508. At least four points must be earned on the 
aptitude/intelligence tests. Academic achievement in the 
areas of math and reading comprise the first and second cells 
of the matrix; intelligence is the third cell. For those 
students who obtain at least six points in the matrix, 
further evaluation is required (1983, p. 53).
The classroom teacher should be consulted to determine 
the student's educational performance within the classroom. 
Behavioral observations during performance on at least one 
structural or criterion referenced individually administered 
test also is required. Of special significance is the 
notation within the guidelines that calls attention to the 
influence of other factors on standardized testing.
According to Bulletin 1508, "Few if any standardized 
assessment instruments adequately control for the effect of 
such factors as environmental impoverishment, cultural 
differences, or the lack of opportunities to learn" (p. 54).
Louisiana's Bulletin 1508 provides the latitude for the 
pupil appraisal staff to recommend whether or not a student 
should be classified as gifted. Students may be included who 
are from culturally diverse populations or are considered 
environmentally deprived of educational opportunities. Where 
significant discrepancies are found between formal testing 
and the student's customary behaviors and daily activities or 
discrepancies among test results, these observations should
be examined closely during the evaluation and addressed in 
the evaluation report.
The Louisiana process for identification of gifted 
children as described has resulted in the placement of some 
20,000 gifted children. Louisiana's total state population 
is 3 6% minority. Louisiana's total school population is 49% 
minority. Black students comprise 44% of the minority school 
population. In Louisiana's gifted programs, minorities 
comprise 18% of the students. Black students represent 15% 
of the minority population in gifted programs.
As ian/Hispanic/American Indian students comprise the 
remaining 3%. White students, therefore, represent 82% of 
the students placed in gifted programs (Bulletin 1472, 1991). 
The disparity in minority representation suggests the need 
not only to examine the Louisiana definition of gifted, but 
also to consider a more comprehensive system of referral, 
screening and identification. Frasier (1989), Richert (1987) 
and others (Cox, 1985; Passow, 1984) support the development 
of a multi-cultural, multi-faceted approach to 
identification.
In 1991 the Louisiana Office of Special Education 
Services' state director of programs for gifted responded to 
the issue of minority exclusion from gifted programs. A 
twelve member Task Force, comprised of parents, teachers, 
pupil appraisal personnel, administrators and university 
personnel, was established to address the minority inclusion
ratios in gifted programs. The Task Force approved a three- 
year pilot study to determine whether minority representation 
in gifted programs could be increased within experimental 
sites by employing each of the following approaches:
1. Child search (see Definition of Terms, page 12).
2. Parent and teacher training to identify 
characteristics of minority gifted children.
3 . Use of a multiple criteria matrix that expanded 
referral and screening components.
4. Use of an alternative assessment matrix.
The pilot study, now in its third year, was supported 
and funded by a grant from Louisiana 8(g) monies received as 
revenues from special mineral trust funds. A copy of the 
three-year effort is on file in the office of the Louisiana 
state director of programs for gifted. The three-year pilot 
study to refer, screen and identify underrepresented minority 
children using nontraditional methods is singular in its 
importance to determine if the recommendations found within 
the literature apply to Louisiana.
No single method for referral and screening the gifted 
is practical, and it appears that there is consensus to 
support new and nontraditional approaches to locating 
minority gifted children. This research study was an attempt 
to examine the consistent recommendation for the use of 
multiple criteria to refer, screen and identify minority 
gifted.
Statement of the Research Problem 
Louisiana defines an academically gifted student as one 
who has superior intellectual ability and evidences high 
academic performance. The mental development score of a 
gifted student should be found within two or more standard 
deviations above the mean on a standardized test of 
intelligence (Bulletin 1508, 1983).
When conventional measures of intellectual ability and 
academic achievement are the only criteria for inclusion in 
programs for gifted, minority students often fail to meet the 
criteria of such a limited definition. It is clear that 
undue reliance upon only two pieces of data for screening and 
identification of giftedness presents a primary obstacle to 
minority children being considered for placement.
Other cultural factors may have affected minority 
underrepresentation in the gifted population. The 
educational level of parents, educational opportunity in the 
community, support systems available within the minority 
populations and community bias against integration may each 
be considered as deterrents to the inclusion of minority 
gifted. While there may be varied assumptions for non­
identification, this study will only examine nontraditional 
referral, screening and identification procedures.
There appears to be disparity in the 18% minority 
placement in Louisiana's gifted programs compared with the 
49% minority representation in the total school population.
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This may suggest that referral and screening of minorities 
occurs infrequently or not at all.
The purpose of this study was to determine the 
effectiveness of nontraditional or alternative referral and 
screening procedures to address the identification issue of 
minority gifted children in Louisiana. The study was based 
on the assumption that if inadequate numbers of minority 
children are not referred for possible placement in a program 
for gifted, they cannot be identified. The study was 
accomplished through the analysis of data collected in 1991- 
92 by the Louisiana Office of Special Education Service 
Director of Programs for Gifted.
Research Questions
The following questions frame the research:
1. What effect does the Child Search procedure have on 
the initiation of referrals for screening from 
parents and teachers?
2. Is there a significant difference in the frequency 
of culturally different (minority) students 
recommended for assessment who passed 
nontraditional screening when compared to those who 
passed traditional screening?
3. Is there a difference between the frequencies of 
students who passed screening either by scores from 
the teacher or by the parent scores on Creativity 
and Leadership scales?
4. Is there an increase in the frequency of culturally 
different children (minority) who are identified 
for gifted programs using nontraditional referral 
and screening and traditional assessment methods 
when compared to those identified using traditional 
referral, screening and assessment methods?
5. How are the creativity and leadership behaviors of 
those children who passed screening described by 
their parents and teachers?
6. Are there similarities in the students' creativity 
and leadership behaviors as described by parents 
and teachers?
7. What differences in students' creativity and 
leadership behaviors as described by parents and 
teachers appear to be significant?
Definition of Terms
The following definitions were used for terms within the 
study:
Academically crifted--the student who possesses superior 
intellectual development at least two standard deviations 
above the mean, is capable of high performance, exhibits a 
majority of the characteristics of a gifted child and 
demonstrates the need for a special program.
Assessment--the complete evaluation process employed for 
gifted eligibility determination, which may include 
individual standardized testing (i.e., intelligence,
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achievement and others), creativity, leadership and other 
pertinent data.
Case studv--a single document containing an assortment 
of data collected on an individual student who is nominated 
to be screened for gifted evaluation and placement. The data 
collected are compiled as a portfolio containing items such 
as teacher referral, parent referral, screening results, 
anecdotal information, student work samples and 
characteristics checklists.
Child Search--the procedures employed by the 
experimental school districts to create awareness of the 
characteristics of minority gifted children. The procedures 
included: letters and a brochure sent to all parents; for
parents who responded and for all teachers, an in-service 
session that further described characteristics of minority 
gifted.
Culturally different--a population group whose 
predominant culture is different from the majority of the 
population, i.e. those who are not white.
Disadvantaged--an economic definition of those children 
from any culture who qualify for free or reduced lunch 
according to the guidelines set by the United States Congress 
July 1 of each year.
Identification--the process used to determine the 
eligibility of a student for inclusion in an educational
program for the gifted. The process may include referrals, 
screening, individual testing and case studies.
Intelligence tests--a standardized test that uses the 
ratio of mental age to chronological age to obtain an index 
referred to as an intelligence quotient (IQ).
Leadership--behaviors exhibited by a student that are 
rated by specific characteristics reflected as typical on a 
given scale attributed to leadership traits.
Minority aroup--a cultural group that is not a part of 
the majority culture.
Nontraditional--the practice or system that deviates 
from that which is established or most frequently employed.
Placement--the setting within a school facility to which 
a gifted student is entitled following eligibility 
determination.
Portfolio--a collection of items for an individual 
student that may include student's work samples, biographical 
data, anecdotal information, student products, 
characteristics checklists and referrals of parent and 
teachers. The contents are used to develop a case study.
Referral--the request from a person or persons to the 
school that initiates the collection of data for gifted 
screening of a student for eligibility considerations in a 
gifted program.
Screening--the review of a student's performance which 
may include academic achievement, group and individual
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achievement tests, creativity, leadership, mental ability or 
other assessments preliminary to formal evaluation for 
determination of gifted eligibility.
Traditional--the established, popular or most frequently 
accepted practices.
Underrepresented--any group or culture group that is not 
represented in an appropriate ratio to the majority group or 
culture group, for example, minorities, females or 
handicapped gifted.
Note: Federal definitions of ethnic groups are found in
Appendix G. In this study, the term "black," used 
by school districts in their annual statistical 
report of ethnic groups to the Louisiana Department 
of Education, is used to represent African-American 
students.
Limitations of the Study 
There were only four experimental sites that 
participated in nontraditional screening procedures for 
gifted children. An additional limitation was that the 
eight schools may not be similar in all respects and may not 
be representative of other areas of the state or the country. 
Matched pairing of schools occurred rather than random 
selection of students. A third limitation was that teachers 
and parents in the experimental sites were aware that 
minority students were being targeted for gifted referral; 
therefore, their survey results may have been affected by
this knowledge. A final limitation was that parents and 
teachers in the control schools may also have been aware of 
the research being conducted in the parish; therefore, the 
results of the study may have been affected by that 
knowledge. Actual conclusions are delimited to those 
particular parishes (counties) represented in the research.
Organization of the Chapters 
The remaining chapters are organized in the following 
manner. The second chapter provides a review of studies that 
relate to the dissertation topic. There are five major 
sections: Historical Development of the Concept of Gifted,
Identification Procedures for Gifted Placement, 
Characteristics of the Culturally Different, Under­
representation Issues Among the Culturally Different, and 
Promising Approaches in Identifying Minority Gifted. The 
third chapter provides a discussion of the methodology of the 
study. Included is an overview, a description of the design, 
subjects, instruments, procedures and analysis. The fourth 
chapter provides a summary of the findings, interpretations, 
results and related analysis. The fifth chapter provides a 
summary of the results, conclusions, limitations of the study 
and implications/recommendations for policy, practice and 
future research.
CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE
To examine the related research questions, literature 
relevant to this study has been organized in the following 
five sections:
A. Historical development of the concept of gifted.
B. Identification procedures for gifted placement.
C. Characteristics of the culturally different.
D. Underrepresentation issues among the culturally 
different.
E. Promising approaches in identifying minority 
gifted.
The literature review reflects the use of terms and 
language with reference to ethnic groups that are dependent 
on the context. The term "gifted" is used often as a 
categorical designation and as a noun throughout the 
literature. The researcher may have used the terms 
differently and has recognized the continuing controversy 
that exists in use of terms.
Historical Development ■Of._the_.CQnc.ept of Gifted
The ancient philosophers' search for a greater 
understanding of the human mind is reflected in their 
writings. A brief review of the origins of education for 
gifted youth demonstrates that interest in the gifted 
population is a recurring phenomenon.
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As early as 400 B. C., the philosopher Socrates viewed 
giftedness, in part, as the process of moving through a 
series of stages of knowledge more quickly, accompanied by 
higher levels of understanding. He recognized the need for 
more gifted people within society and was a proponent of 
early identification and development of the individual's 
intellectual gifts (Nettleship, 1966). Plato, who provides 
most of our knowledge of Socrates, advocated the selection of 
the most intellectually capable individuals to serve in 
government to assure a more perfect social order.
It appears that Plato (The Portable Plato, 1971) 
attributes to God the framing of men differently, suggesting 
an innate or hereditary component. In "The Republic III" (p. 
408), Plato uses the analogy of gold to represent the 
ingredient in the citizens who are most capable and, thus, 
should receive the highest honors in society and the power to 
command others. Silver, brass and iron are used to represent 
citizens of lesser ability (p. 410). Green (1986) calls 
attention to Plato's wise caution to the Greeks to exercise 
care in the matter of the selection of those individuals 
possessing "potentiality" to receive the highest honors.
This suggests that even the early philosophers believed 
caution should be used in the selection process of its 
potentially gifted.
In 1869 Galton, an English scientist and cousin of 
Charles Darwin, combined his interest in intellectual
18
measurement and heredity to produce a crude measure of 
intelligence. His effort to develop an instrument capable of 
measuring intelligence was a forerunner of the gifted 
movement of the twentieth century and fostered the 
development of psychometric evaluation (Alexander & Muia,
1982).
As the twentieth century began, Binet was commissioned 
by the French government to develop a scale to be used for 
instructional purposes that would identify students of 
intellectual extremes. His work with Simon produced an 
intelligence scale that stressed verbal skills, although at 
early age levels, motor responses were predominant in the 
scale. In 1911, Goddard succeeded in moving the Binet tests 
from their use with below-average children to their use with 
normal and above-average children (Colangelo & Davis, 1991).
According to Gould (1981), Binet's purpose in developing 
his test was to abstract a child's general potential with a 
single score. Potential, however, could be determined only 
by mixing together tests that measure different abilities. 
Binet is quoted as saying, "It matters very little what the 
tests are so long as they are numerous" (p. 150). Gould 
points out that environmental, nutritional and economic 
factors play key roles in any ethnic group's performance on 
various tests (p. 157).
The American psychologist Terman (192 5) supervised the 
Americanization of Binet-Simon tests and is best known for
his longitudinal studies of the gifted which continue to be 
updated today. He defined IQ as a measure of general 
intellectual ability; the highest 1% of the population were 
considered intellectually gifted.
While Galton, Binet and Terman represent the move from a 
philosophical view of human intelligence to that of 
scientific inquiry, they viewed intelligence as a global 
construct and the intelligence score as an unalterable 
representation of that construct. Others have sought to look 
at aptitudes or factors that characterize intellect.
In 1904, Spearman postulated the theory of two types of 
intellectual factors. The "g" factor represented the general 
aptitude common to all intellectual activities. The "s'1 
factor referred to specific factors that are unique to a 
particular task performance.
Building on Spearman's theory, Thurstone (1938) analyzed 
the specific factors in "g" that were involved in the 
relationship of various tasks. The list of abilities he 
identified purported to account for the apparent relationship 
among tasks. Those listed are number factor, verbal factor, 
space relations, memory, reasoning, word fluency and 
perceptual speed.
Using the earlier work of Thurstone, Wechsler (1949) 
developed an intelligence scale for adults and children. His 
scale defined intelligence as that capacity of an individual
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which allows for purposeful action, rational thinking and 
effective interaction with the environment.
The role of the environment was recognized by Piaget 
(1952). His work focused on the dynamic nature of 
intelligence and the continuous development of cognitive 
structures. This development results in the individual's 
interaction between the pressures from the environment and 
cognitive growth. Progression occurs through various 
cognitive developmental stages. Assimilation and 
accommodation of the information results in interaction with 
environmental factors.
Guilford (1959) is another significant researcher who 
described a factor analytical model of intelligence. His 
model identified and classified 120 cognitive abilities 
within three dimensions: operations, contents and products. 
Guilford defined operations as intellectual activities 
involved in processing data, contents as the types of 
information on which the operations are performed, and 
products as the outcome of the processing of the information.
These seminal attempts to define intelligence are 
significant as the concept of giftedness is addressed. 
Although most of the early definitions focused on 
intellectual ability as the main indicator, attempts have 
been and are being made to broaden this narrow 
conceptualization.
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During the late 1950s and 1960s, the notion of 
giftedness continued its evolution. Witty (1955) included 
achievement or performance as factors in his definition. He 
cautioned against overreliance on IQ as a means of 
identifying gifted children. Social superiority was included 
in the concepts of DeHaan and Havighurst (1957). They 
expanded the concept of giftedness to include leadership 
ability, artistic talent, mechanical and physical abilities.
New interest in gifted education occurred in 1957 with 
the launching of the Russian satellite, Sputnik. Tannenbaum 
(1979) describes the aftermath as a time within the United 
States of total talent mobilization. This interest related 
to what the schools were providing for the bright students by 
way of academic courses. Academic coursework was condensed, 
college courses were offered in high school, and foreign 
languages were taught in the elementary schools.
Acceleration and ability grouping flourished. Efforts were 
made to identify gifted and talented minority children. New 
math and science curricula were developed. By the mid-1960s, 
however, the interest in gifted and talented students waned 
(Tannenbaum, 1979).
A resurgence of interest and a turning point in gifted 
education resulted from the intense investigation by the 
United States federal government into its programs for gifted 
children and guidelines for state gifted program development. 
Various programs throughout the nation reflected multiple
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approaches to serving the gifted, including the use of many 
definitions and requirements for placement. The first 
federal definition was stated in the Marland Report (1972): 
"Gifted and talented children are those identified by 
professionally qualified persons who by virtue of outstanding 
abilities are capable of high performance."
Children who are capable of "high performance" included 
those with demonstrated achievement and/or potential ability 
in any of the following areas, singly or in combination:
1. General intellectual ability
2 . Specific academic thinking
3 . Creative or productive thinking
4. Leadership ability
5. Visual and performing arts
6. Psychomotor ability (Marland, 1972, p. x) .
The Jacob K. Javits Gifted and Talented Students
Education Act of 1988 amended the 1972 Elementary and
Secondary Education Act's definition, deleting the inclusion
of psychomotor ability:
The term "gifted and talented students" means 
children and youth who give evidence of high 
performance capability in areas such as 
intellectual, creative, artistic, or leadership 
capacity, or in specific academic fields, and who 
require services not ordinarily provided by the 
school in order to fully develop such capabilities. 
(1988, Title IV, Part B, Sec. 4103)
These federal definitions of gifted and talented reflect 
the present day focus on individual differences. The early 
focus of the Greek philosophers on the human mind progressed
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to a modern focus of scientific inquiry. Currently the focus 
in gifted education is to view intelligence as multi-faceted 
rather than fixed and as requiring appropriate, 
intellectually stimulating experience to foster the 
development of potential ability, as well as demonstrated 
ability.
Among the new theories of intelligence that emerged in 
the 1980s were those of Gardner at Harvard University and 
Sternberg at Yale University. These theories were broader in 
scope than Terman's and Wechsler's, but more condensed than 
Guilford's (Eby & Smutny, 1990).
Gardner (1983) describes several relatively autonomous 
components of human intelligence, each having its own unique 
language, symbols and processes. In his view, each 
individual has relative strengths and weaknesses among the 
various types of intelligence. A profile of multiple 
intelligences results.
Gould (Clincy, 1993) concurs with Gardner by indicating 
that only recently has the public sector begun to understand 
how "devastatingly biased and limited the IQ tests, the 
academic achievement tests, and, indeed, most of our formal 
public schooling processes have been" (p. 607). Traditional 
modes have prompted only two (verbal and logicomathematical) 
of Gardner's seven intelligences, leaving out almost entirely 
his musical, visual, kinetic, personal and social 
intelligences.
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Sternberg's (1982) Triarchic Theory of Intelligence
suggests the inclusion of analytical, synthetic and practical
giftedness into the intelligence concepts. He argues that
people actually possess some blend of the three, rather than
separate components (Sternberg, 1991) . Gardner and Sternberg
continue to create and validate assessment devices that
confirm their views of intelligence.
Although Louisiana does provide a separate procedure for
identifying talent, this dissertation research focused only
on the academically gifted, which is consistent with that
facet of Louisiana's definition. That definition is:
Gifted children and youth are those who possess 
demonstrated abilities that give evidence of high 
performance in academic and intellectual aptitude.
NOTE: Gifted at the preschool level and in grades K-3
means the possession of high intellectual and academic 
potential. (Pupil Appraisal Handbook, 1983)
Identification Procedures for Gifted Placement 
The rationale for identification of students as gifted 
in the United States has historically been to place them in 
appropriate educational settings that will assist in 
developing their abilities or potential to the maximum degree 
possible. Before public schools existed and before the 
subsequent establishment of special education programs with 
federal, state and local funding, gifted children were 
identified and educated at home by their parents (Sisk,
1987) .
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Ward (1981) defines identification thusly:
Identification is the process of locating those 
students who meet the criteria of giftedness agreed 
upon by the school system. It should begin as 
early as possible, be a continuous process 
extending throughout the grades, and include 
screening procedures, individual testing and case 
studies. (p. 37)
This definition suggests that while the school district
determines eligibility criteria, it is important to use a
variety of objective and subjective data in the
identification process. The criteria for eligibility within
the schools usually follow state guidelines set forth by each
state department of education.
The objective data obtained refers to information 
derived from tests that are usually standardized, such as 
intelligence tests and achievement tests and from grade-point 
averages. Subjective data include behavioral checklists and 
teacher, parent and peer recommendations (Alexander & Muia, 
1982) .
Martinson (1974) recommended that a series of steps 
should be followed in the identification process. The first 
step is referral for screening through the use of multiple 
methods. These methods may include group tests of 
intelligence and achievement, creativity tests, teacher 
nomination, parent information, pupil data and products, 
teacher and parent notations on traits and behaviors, and any 
additional observational checklists, such as leadership, 
creativity, and communication. The second step is
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identification and case study which includes individual 
testing and review of all data that may have been assembled 
in step one as the case study. Eligibility determination 
should be followed by the development of an appropriate 
curriculum plan.
More recently Coleman and Gallagher (1991) proposed a 
similar approach concerning screening procedures in their 
report on State Policies for Identification of Nontraditional 
Gifted Students. Selecting a variety of screening procedures 
is considered a key step. The screening process should 
identify a large pool of potentially eligible students. 
Coleman and Gallagher state that it is at this point of 
screening that many nontraditional gifted students are 
"ignored and are never given a chance to receive the thorough 
evaluation needed to establish their eligibility." Their 
report recommended the following:
1. Screening all student files for indicators of 
giftedness.
2. Requiring a plan for staff development for 
regular education staff to increase their ability 
to recognize nontraditional gifted students.
3. Encouraging the use of a checklist to help 
teachers recognize underachieving students who 
may be gifted.
4. Developing student profiles and case study 
examples of nontraditional gifted students.
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5. Encouraging the use of autobiographies to assist 
with the identification of gifted students from 
special populations.
6. Automatically requiring further assessment of all 
students who reach a certain score (i. e.,
85th percentile) on standardized tests. (p. 17)
Teacher nomination is one of the most widely used 
methods of initiating the identification process of 
potentially gifted pupils. Research, however, does not 
support its usefulness or accuracy. The frequently cited 
Pegnato and Birch (1959) study in Pittsburgh of 1,400 middle 
grade students attempted to determine the effectiveness of 
several screening methods for identifying gifted. The 
teachers' effectiveness in identifying the gifted children 
were as follows: 50 children were overlooked, 113 were
misidentified and only 41 out of a group of 154 gifted were 
correctly identified. Teachers missed 28% even when 
nominating the highly gifted.
Gallagher (1985) summarized studies relative to the 
accuracy of teacher nominations. He found no studies that 
supported teachers as effective in recognizing gifted 
students with accuracy. Gallagher also found evidence of 
overnomination by some teachers of either boys or girls.
Teacher inadequacy and misidentification of the gifted 
may result from the ongoing confusion over the definition of 
gifted (Sisk, 1987). The Pegnato and Birch (1959) study
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concluded that teachers and administrators need to agree on 
the type of giftedness being identified. Further, they 
recommended that the measure used to screen the gifted should 
be compatible with the student population and the design of 
the gifted program.
Several viable reasons exist for including teacher 
judgement in the screening process. Coleman and Gallagher 
(1992) recommended staff development of regular education 
teachers and the use of checklists to assist them in 
recognizing the characteristics of nontraditional gifted 
students. Richert (1985) points out that all teachers are 
teachers of the gifted although they may have different 
roles. The inclusion of all teachers and staff is 
recommended to receive training concerning identification 
criteria, the academic and emotional needs of gifted 
children, and non-competitive evaluation procedures.
Martinson (197 4) provides an additional reason for including 
teachers in the screening process: participation in the 
nomination and selection process may increase their interest 
in the gifted; it may also increase teacher awareness of the 
educational needs of gifted children.
One of the purposes that teachers serve in identifying 
giftedness is to verify subjectively what is indicated 
objectively (Tannenbaum, 1983). Tannenbaum recommends that 
teachers should be assisted in the process of capitalizing on 
their unique relationship with children in order to discover
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significant evidence of talents that would not be otherwise 
detected.
Many teacher rating scales used to identify 
characteristics of giftedness are available, generally based 
on characteristics lists constructed by Torrance (1977), 
Renzulli and Hartman (1976), Lucito (1972), and Plowman,
Rice, Sato and others (1971). Many of these scales continue 
to be revised. Some school districts have compiled rating 
scales that reflect their own school population.
Parents often find and recognize cues of giftedness in 
their children. These cues should be used as a basis for 
referral for screening. Frasier (1991) suggests that staff 
development to implement awareness for identification of 
giftedness should include parents and students, and all 
school personnel (teachers, administrators and central office 
administrators). She recommends that any person with 
knowledge about a student should be provided with information 
about gifted programs and encouraged to submit nominations or 
referrals for screening.
Karnes (1983) supports the view that professionals can 
rely on parents to provide them with information that will 
lead to more accurate identification. In a study by Jacobs 
(1971), parents were found to be 76% effective and 61% 
efficient when compared with teachers, who were 9.5% 
effective and 4.4% efficient in identifying gifted children.
Martinson (197 4) reports that some school programs 
solicit the opinion of parents in the identification process. 
These may result in the submission of a name for a request 
for more elaborate information. A one-page form such as a 
checklist may be sent to all parents early in the school 
year. Items could include children's hobbies or interests; 
recent books they enjoyed or read; other special interests, 
problems or needs; present or past accomplishments, talents, 
and preferred activities when alone. All information from 
parents and teachers assist in the identification process and 
help provide a global view of the child. A case study or 
portfolio may be developed from the composite of information 
collected on an individual child. This is most beneficial in 
the total assessment process that leads to identification and 
placement.
Eligibility for placement in forty-six states requires 
high performance on an individually administered IQ test, 
according to the 1990 State of the States Gifted and Talented 
Education Report (1991). Individual intelligence tests have 
a number of advantages over group tests. A broader sampling 
of abilities is possible, better testing conditions can be 
provided, a greater range of abilities can be tested, and 
interpretation of the quality of performance can be 
determined (Martinson, 1974). The Stanford-Binet revised in 
19 85 and the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children
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(hereafter called Wechsler) revised in 1991 remain the most 
commonly used intelligence tests.
Individual intelligence tests have been criticized 
because they rely heavily on verbal factors. The Wechsler 
samples the verbal and performance domains of cognitive 
functioning. Intelligence as measured on the Wechsler is 
less related to criterion performance expected in gifted 
programs than is intelligence as measured on the Stanford- 
Binet, which is heavily weighted on verbal skills. The 
Stanford-Binet is probably less accurate as a measure of the 
academic learning potential of superior students (Hawley et 
al., 1986).
Group intelligence tests are used by some school systems 
as a screening device for potentially gifted children.
Alvino, McDonnel and Richert (1981) found that such tests are 
frequently interpreted by grade-level norms and are 
unreliable in assessing giftedness.
Robinson and Chamrod (1986) suggest that group 
intelligence tests are most appropriate when used as 
screening tools, while individual tests are necessary to 
confirm the strengths already suspected. They conclude that 
since our current educational system focuses on intellectual 
aptitude, intelligence tests meet the needs of the system.
Despite a history of abuse and their limitations, IQ 
tests should play a significant role in gifted 
identification, according to Borland (1986). He argues that
recent conceptions of giftedness seem to assume that it is 
better to identify only those well motivated students who are 
already groomed for success. If teachers and parents refer 
only the students highly motivated toward academics, the 
innovative and creative child who may not be highly motivated 
toward academics may be overlooked. These students may 
perform in the gifted range, however, on intelligence tests. 
Borland is concerned that if IQ tests are eliminated from the 
screening procedures, the innovative, creative thinkers who 
may not be highly motivated will be eliminated.
A strong argument for flexibility of selection 
procedures is made by Kirchenbaum (19 83). He presents 
evidence that every recommended and published system for 
identifying gifted and talented students is badly flawed. The 
findings of his study lend support to Kirchenbaum's argument 
for a broad-based, multi-faceted system of identification as 
the only appropriate alternative to the identification issue.
The National Report on Identification (Richert, Alvino, 
and McDonnell, 1982) found that high intelligence test scores 
may be useful in the identification of gifted children who 
possess high verbal, reasoning and mental skills. The report 
concludes, however, that failure to attain scores at or above 
the arbitrary cut-off score requirement for eligibility 
should not necessarily preclude a child's placement in a 
gifted program. Treffinger (19 84) adds to the argument to 
broaden the base by which students are selected for gifted
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programs. He makes a strong plea to abandon outdated, 
stereotypical conceptions of giftedness and advocates a 
dynamic definition of giftedness that focuses on "gifted 
behavior." Identification procedures should be used that 
assess those behaviors.
Achievement tests are sometimes used to determine 
eligibility, or as a part of the matrix for eligibility 
determination in forty-four states (State of the States 
Report, 1991) . When used as the sole criterion for 
eligibility, this method excludes many underachieving gifted 
children from programs that might benefit their education 
advancement. Minority children often tend to be excluded 
when achievement is used solely rather than as a part of a 
broad-based assessment (Hawley et al., 1986).
Due to the growing desire for a measure to assess human 
abilities and talents, interest in the development of 
creativity tests began to emerge based originally on the work 
of Guilford (1959, 1972, 1975). Most accurate 
interpretations of these tests focus on attempts to measure 
particular elements of creativity, rather than to measure 
creative thinking.
Torrance (1984) recommends the following practices for 
identification of the gifted and talented based on his 
experience and research:
1. Creativity should be one of the criteria in most 
assessment procedures, although not the sole
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criteria. Generally, when creativity indicators 
are used, students who might otherwise be missed 
should be included.
2. Multiple talents should be evaluated because our 
society needs different kinds of talents.
3. Where young children (3 to 6 years) are involved 
and those with disabilities or sensory handicaps, 
attention must be given to assure that assessment 
is in a modality appropriate for those students.
4. Where disadvantaged or culturally different 
children are involved, care must be given to the 
selection of test tasks that assess the kinds of 
excellence that are valued by the particular 
culture or subculture of the children being 
evaluated.
5. Selection of any test of creativity should be 
made of one that considers a wide variety of 
indicators rather than a single one.
Clark (1992) suggests that leadership, which is included 
in the Federal definition of gifted, often is ignored in 
screening and assessment for gifted placement. No formal 
standardized tests are presently available although many 
scales on leadership are available such as Bella Kranz 
Multidimensional Screening Device (Krantz, 1978), the Baldwin 
Identification Matrix (Baldwin, 1984), the scale developed by 
Renzulli and Hartman (1971), and the Perrone and Male (1981)
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GIFTS Talent Identification Procedures. According to Alvino 
et al. (1981) the area of leadership is the most significant 
area of deficiency in the identification of gifted 
individuals. Freidman, Freidman and Van Dyke (1984) found 
that nomination from self, peers and teachers could be used 
to predict leadership. Some school districts also use 
parents to provide information concerning the leadership 
characteristics of their children (1992).
There appears to be agreement within the literature that 
the identification of gifted students is a difficult task. 
Various solutions and alternatives are suggested. Feldhusen, 
Asher and Hoover (1984) raise issues of validity and purpose. 
They suggest that a sound identification process includes 
five major steps, each step viewed separately in order to 
determine its validity within the framework of the entire 
process: (1) define program goals and types of students to
be served; (2) define nomination procedures; (3) determine 
assessment procedures; (4) provide for individual 
differentiation; and (5) validate the identification process. 
The authors recommended that the process should be 
administered in a professionally defensible way.
While various researchers caution against the use of any 
one assessment criterion, there appears to be agreement in 
using a broad, multi-criteria approach to the entire process 
of identification. Whatever approach is used, it is 
recommended that individual characteristics be addressed
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including ethnic or cultural patterns that may warrant 
appropriate inclusion in the assessment process.
Characteristics of the Culturally Different 
The Terman studies (1925, 1947) produced for America a 
stereotypical gifted child that was white, middle class, and 
whose parents were professionals exhibiting the majority 
cultural values of the community. Emphasis on re-organizing 
American schools followed the Sputnik era. It was at this 
time that efforts began to identify gifted minority children 
(Tannenbaum, 1979). The identification of societal cultural 
subgroups led to the need to make educational adjustments in 
content and environmental factors within the nation's 
classrooms. The interest in the discovery of giftedness from 
among the culturally different fostered a broadening of 
methods to characterize and identify these students.
Minority children are defined as those whose values, 
customs, language, patterns of thought or interests differ 
significantly from the dominant patterns of the society in 
which they live (Sattler, 1982). Of special importance to 
educators is the implication within this definition that the 
minority culture group children, when compared to the 
majority culture group children, may vary significantly above 
the norms in cultural differences.
The term educationally disadvantaged is used by Sato 
(1974) to define the culturally different individuals who 
make up one segment of a larger sub-population. Membership
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in a culture other than the dominant culture in a society 
appears to be the major factor these sub-populations hold in 
common. Conflict between the subculture and the dominant 
culture may be observed when poor children leave their 
primary culture group in an attempt to function within the 
dominant culture. Cultural deprivation or poverty causes the 
disadvantages to become more apparent and conflict results, 
according to Sisk (1981).
Attempts to assign specificity to characteristics of 
broad groups that would include African-American, native 
Americans, Hispanics and Asians should be made with extreme 
caution (Gallagher, 1985) . Generic characteristics may be 
more appropriate for each culture group.
The traditional distinction between "advantaged" and 
"disadvantaged" students has to do with those children who 
qualify for free or reduced lunch. This determination 
establishes the guidelines for low socio-economic status 
(Digest of Education Statistics, 1991) which is dependent on 
family income factors set by the United States Congress on 
July 1 of each year.
When discussing black students as culturally different, 
Sisk (1987) suggests that a difficulty exists because the 
literature does not control for socio-economic status; 
therefore, it is difficult to identify specific differences 
within the black subcultures. More research is needed to
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determine to what extent differences may exist and how they 
are observed.
Shade (1987) suggests that American society devalues 
individuals whose social and ethnic origins differ from the 
acceptable norm. According to Shade's research, the 
minority child excels in social skills rather than cognitive 
tasks such as test taking.
Passow (1986) points out that while there is 
considerable overlap between minority students and 
disadvantaged conditions, this does not mean that the two 
terms are synonymous. Frasier (1989) reports that more 
recent studies indicate similarity in the qualities of home 
life that promote achievement, regardless of income level.
Gallagher (1985) studied children described as 
disadvantaged because of low socio-economic status. His 
findings indicated a stereotypical viewpoint that the 
disadvantaged:
1. Have interests and attitudes reflecting a tendency 
to display action and competition in sports.
2. Display aptitudes to play musical instruments and
desire higher status occupations.
3. Experience more tension within the home.
4. Are more apt to perform far below potential.
Gallagher claims that there are special characteristics
of the culturally different. These students:
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1. Are physical and visual rather than aural 
learners.
2. Are content rather than form centered.
3. Are stimulated by concrete, external forces rather 
than introspective.
4. Utilize problem solving that is not abstract 
centered.
5. Are slow, methodical, careful and patient.
6. Need structure and control in the learning 
environment.
While many of the aforementioned characteristcs appear 
to suggest negative traits, positive characteristics of the 
culturally disadvantaged are addressed by Torrance (1977).
He labels some eighteen groups of characteristics as creative 
positives. Those not previously listed by other researchers 
include the following:
1. Ability to express feelings and emotions.
2. Ability to improvise with commonplace materials 
and objects.
3. Articulateness in role playing, sociodrama and 
story telling.
4. Enjoyment of and ability in creative movement, 
dance and dramatics.
5. Use of expressive speech.
6. Fluency and flexibility in figural media.
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7. Expressiveness of gestures, body language, and 
ability to interpret body language.
8. Humor.
9. Richness of imagery in informal language.
10. Emotional responsiveness.
Bernal (1989) suggests that the bi-lingualism of Hispanic 
children indicates linguistic strengths. While girls are not 
encouraged to excel within their culture, Hispanics foster 
learning for male children. Clark (1992) includes the 
following as positive characteristics unique to Mexican- 
American students: attitudes of cooperation; attitudes
fostering education through high school; supportive family 
and community; affectionate, demonstrative parental 
relationship; unusual maturity and responsibility for their 
age; experience with giving advice and making judgement in 
disputes; planning strategies; eagerness to try out new 
ideas; ability to initiate and maintain meaningful 
transactions with adults; and facility for learning a second 
language.
Native American leaders and school teachers compiled a 
list of characteristics of American-Indian gifted children 
(Locke, 1982). These children are seen as curious, problem- 
solvers, interested in many areas, preferring older children 
for playmates/companions, persistent, viewed by others as 
leaders, trustworthy, independent-thinkers, having a well- 
developed memory, possessing keen understanding, and
41
perceptive. Tonemah (1991) includes the characteristics of 
non-competitiveness and a strong sense of tribalism.
Some of the characteristics of Asian children have both 
positive and negative traits. Hasegawa, Woo, Chen and Kitano 
(1989) note strengths in math, science and technical areas, 
but weakness in the humanities and areas where verbal 
communication abilities are necessary. These children tend 
to be highly motivated to recitation/memorization learning, 
while creativity and risk-taking are weaker areas.
African-American children were found to score as high or 
higher than Anglo-American children on creative strengths 
(Torrance, 1989). Parental support or the lack thereof tend 
to determine the acquisition of skills necessary for success 
in the mainstream culture (Baldwin, Frasier, Torrance, 1989). 
The influence of parents upon their children is tantamount to 
the success of children in any culture group.
While traits among minority groups and each subculture 
vary, many characteristics are common. Attributes that are 
valued by the culture are a key factor in the determination 
of who is gifted within each culture group.
Underrepresentation Issues Among the Culturally Different 
From the onset of formal identification of children for 
special programs, concern arose that various ethnic groups 
emerged as a majority in some programs. Shade (1987) found 
that black children were the majority in programs for the 
mentally retarded; whites were the majority in programs for
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gifted. Underrepresentation of African-American children, as 
well as other ethnic groups in programs for the gifted, may 
be the result of specific identification procedures.
Although the Federal definition (PL100-297, 1988) defines 
the gifted as those who give evidence of high performance 
capability in areas such as intelligence, creativity, art, 
leadership, or specific academic fields, this does not assure 
the public that assessment will occur within each area. 
General intellectual ability is the most common area of 
giftedness used within the United States. Forty-seven states 
use intelligence quotients in their definitions; 44 use 
specific academic aptitude; 37 use creative thinking ability; 
32 use advanced ability in the fine/creative arts; and 26 
include leadership ability in their definitions according to 
the 1990 State of the States Gifted and Talented Education 
Report (1991). Because there is concern that cultural bias 
is a factor in the language and structure of intelligence 
tests, the over-reliance on IQ and academic aptitude may be 
prime indicators for underrepresentation among culturally 
disadvantaged and ethnically diverse students (Frasier, 1989; 
Maker, 1982; Richert, 1987).
There is much agreement in the literature that minority 
students are underrepresented in gifted programs. The 
identification procedures used in the United States point to 
two primary areas of giftedness that are addressed in The 
1990 State of the States . . . Report (1991) : intelligence
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and academic achievement. The home environment of minority 
cultures tends to stress social skills rather than cognitive 
tasks such as test taking. Standardized testing is very much 
a part of the identification process for giftedness in the 
intelligence and academic achievement areas.
Passow (19 86) cautions against overreliance on, misuse of 
and abuse of standardized tests. Passow asserts that the 
problem of minority underrepresentation is compounded by 
inadequate attention paid to the contextual influence of 
environment and culture upon the development and 
manifestation of giftedness in different minority groups. He 
recommends a multi-dimensional, multi-modal and multi­
cultural matrix for assessment of minority students so that 
they no longer remain "the largest untapped resource of human 
intelligence and creativity" (1984).
Frasier (1989) adds additional weight to the evidence 
against present identification procedures for minorities. The 
limitations of a low socioeconomic status to stimulate and 
support the higher intellectual capacities of students have 
been indicated as exclusion factors for minority placement. 
She reveals that more recent studies, however, indicate the 
qualities of home life that promote achievement are similar, 
regardless of income level (p. 18).
Frasier (1989) also reports the persistence of teacher, 
administrator and community attitudes that giftedness simply 
cannot be found in some groups. She asserts that such
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negative attitudes are reinforced by narrow nomination and 
screening methods that further limit the access of 
underrepresented populations to gifted programs. The four 
primary barriers to the identification of minority gifted 
students seen as paramount, therefore, are:
1. The attitudes of people within our society 
regarding the abilities of these children to 
achieve.
2. Limited access due to screening procedures used in 
school districts.
3. Assessment that focuses on the standardized IQ 
tests.
4. Adaptations to the entire curricula existing within 
the classroom rather than making accommodations as 
needed for minority children. School and cultural 
factors both contribute in the size and strength of 
these barriers.
Baldwin (1985) adds another perspective to the 
underrepresentation issue. She points out that the 
literature itself has focused more on deficits than on 
strengths. Her assumptions are that:
1. Giftedness does exist in all human groups, but that 
it does not manifest itself in exactly the same 
behavior in all groups.
2. Techniques other than usual standardized tests can 
be used to identify giftedness.
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3. Unique or special behaviors peculiar to a culture 
group serve as accurate indicators of high level 
conceptualizations and organizational capacities.
Her beliefs and studies with minority groups have led Baldwin 
to identify four factors that appear to be found more 
frequently in lower socio-economic groups: 1) parents who
cannot speak English, 2) a home environment that lacks toys 
that stimulate cognitive and developmental skills, 3) a lack 
of conversation in the home to develop the art of dialogue, 
and 4) discipline that does not promote the development of an 
inner locus of control or foster self-motivation and problem­
solving skills (p. 238).
The issue of underrepresentation of minorities was 
identified as one of six problem areas by Renzulli, Reid and 
Gubbins (1992) in their study to establish research 
priorities through the turn of the century. The resolution 
of this issue remains an area for much needed additional 
research.
Approaches in Identifying Minority Gifted 
The most recent approaches have been summarized in the 
last few months through a U. S. Department of Education Jacob 
Javits Grant study conducted by Coleman and Gallagher (1992) 
called The Gifted Education Policy Studies Program (GEPSP). 
They identified four promising practices for identifying 
nontraditional gifted students which were revealed through an
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initial survey of the fifty states. These four major steps in 
the identification process could affect school district and 
state department of education policy statements allowing for 
a more thorough search for giftedness in minority 
representation. The steps were: (1) greater public
awareness, (2) screening procedures, (3) formal 
identification procedures, and (4) program initiatives.
The Coleman/Gallagher study (1992) noted specific 
strategies. In the area of greater public awareness, they 
recommended that an advisory council can be established with 
crosscultural representation to assist with the development 
and monitoring of state policies related to gifted students.
A formal community awareness campaign could be conducted to 
recruit support and resources for talent development. An 
annual child find/child search for gifted students could be 
conducted, as is the case for individuals with disabilities, 
in cooperation with community and other state agencies.
The use of a variety of screening procedures is a key 
step in the eligibility determination process. This process 
should identify a large pool of potentially eligible 
students, followed by a more thorough review to determine 
final eligibility. Many nontraditional students are ignored 
and are never given a chance to receive the thorough 
evaluation required for entrance into a gifted program.
The Baldwin and Frasier approaches to screening use a 
global approach to the process of identification.
The Frasier-Talent Assessment Profile (1991) includes 
personal characteristics, special language considerations, 
environmental factors and curriculum options, in addition to 
academic aptitudes/achievement, motivation, leadership, the 
arts and creativity. The Baldwin Identification Matrix 
(1984) includes academic areas, IQ, teacher recommendations, 
psychomotor ability, peer nominations and four areas of the 
Scales for Rating the Behavioral Characteristics of Superior 
Students (Renzulli, Smith, White, Callahan, Hartman, 1977... 
Learning, Motivational, Creativity and Leadership Scales). 
These approaches to a more descriptive profile of the whole 
child represent the possibilities available at the screening 
and identification levels.
In the Coleman/Gallagher (1992) survey, the third area of 
promising practices relates to the formal identification 
procedure itself. This is the area of most concern in the 
literature that has tended to exclude rather than include the 
minority student. At this stage the use of multiple criteria 
is critical, as indicated in the Frasier (1991) and Baldwin 
(1984) approaches to aid in identification. Some of the 
appropriate strategies for this area include:
1. Establish child study teams to make the placement 
decision.
2. Develop/design the Individual Education Plan and 
coordinate appropriate services.
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3. Use multiple identification criteria so that no one 
single criterion includes or excludes students.
4. Use portfolios of student work with accompanying 
rating scores (Renzulli-Hartman, 1977).
5. Develop guidelines on how to use subjective 
information.
6. Reevaluate or retest students who show compelling 
reasons why scores may underestimate their true 
abilities (family crisis, illness, etc.).
7. Use alternative identification methods.
These suggestions represent a definite departure from the 
systems of identification presently being used in American 
schools. The argument for nontraditional referral for 
screening, screening and assessment is strong. Not only 
should minority children benefit from a multi-criteria 
approach to gifted placement, but this procedure would 
benefit all who evidence gifted characteristics.
Summary
The intent of this chapter was to (a) trace the 
historical concept of the term gifted, (b) review and 
identify procedures that have evolved in the identification 
process, (c) review existing studies that support 
consideration of the cultural attributes found among ethnic 
groups, (d) identify the underlying problems found within the 
underrepresentation of culturally different children in 
gifted programs, and (e) establish the need to consider
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multifaceted approaches in the identification of minority- 
gifted.
A review of the current approaches recommended to 
identify culturally different children supports the need of 
this study to examine nontraditional approaches to the 
initial referral and screening process in the identification 
problem. An examination of the application of multi-criteria 
in the referral and screening process is needed in order to 
obtain meaningful results. The involvement of parents and 
teachers in the identification process is supported by the 
literature review. The use of additional assessment in the 
areas of leadership and creativity is recommended in order to 
include cultural strengths.
In conclusion, it was determined that nontraditional 
approaches to refer and screen the culturally different are 
needed. Approaches to gifted identification such as those 
addressed in the research questions of this study may serve 
as a significant addition to extant knowledge concerning 
potentially successful methods for inclusion rather than 
exclusion of culturally different children.
CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY
This chapter presents a description of the following: 
purpose of the study, design, subjects, procedures, 
instrument development, instruments, and procedures used in 
collecting and analyzing the data.
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to determine the 
effectiveness of using nontraditional referral and screening 
procedures to identify culturally different gifted children. 
The research and analyses were built upon the following 
questions:
Research Questions
1. What effect does the Child Search procedure have on 
the initiation of referrals for screening from 
parents and teachers?
2. Is there a significant difference in the frequency 
of culturally different (minority) students 
recommended for assessment who passed 
nontraditional screening when compared to those who 
passed traditional screening?
3. Is there a difference between the frequencies of 
students who passed screening either by scores from 
the teacher or by the parent scores on Creativity 
and Leadership scales?
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4. Is there an increase in the frequency of culturally 
different children (minority) who are identified 
for gifted programs using nontraditional referral 
and screening and traditional assessment methods 
when compared to those identified using traditional 
referral, screening and assessment methods?
5. How are the creativity and leadership behaviors of 
those children who passed screening described by 
their parents and teachers?
6. Are there similarities in the students' creativity 
and leadership behaviors as described by parents 
and teachers?
7. What differences in students' creativity and 
leadership behaviors as described by parents and 
teachers appear to be significant?
Design
A quasi-experimental design was used to examine the 
research questions between intact schools since it was not 
possible to randomly assign subjects to treatment and control 
conditions within each school. The subjects for the research 
study were the students in grades 1-5 who were referred for 
gifted programs in eight schools in four parishes (counties) 
representing varied geographic areas of Louisiana. In an 
attempt to equalize the populations, two schools within each 
parish (county) were selected, one experimental and one 
control. Matched pairing occurred so that they had
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approximately the same social characteristics. The eight 
schools were paired rural-rural in two parishes and urban- 
urban in two parishes by population, ethnicity, facilities 
and faculties. The ethnicity of each school represented 
African-Americans (Blacks), native Americans, Hispanics, 
Asian-Pacifics and Whites. In order to measure any disparity 
of representation in gifted referrals and screening, only 
students from the paired schools were compared.
The experimental schools received the treatment of 
nontraditional referral and screening procedures for gifted. 
The control schools received the traditional procedures for 
referral and screening as set forth by each of the four 
school systems.
The quasi-experimental design allowed the researcher to 
examine the effects that the independent variables (the 
nontraditional form of referral and screening) had upon the 
dependent variables (the number of students who passed 
screening and/or assessment). The design also assisted in 
determining the effectiveness of specific variables 
associated with the research questions.
Subjects
Table 1 indicates a total of 1,973 students in the 
experimental schools and 1,900 in the control schools. In 
the experimental schools, 82 of the 27 6 students referred for 
screening were minority students (see Table 2). In the
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Table 1









Experimental 202 41% 288 59% 490
Control 187 46% 223 54% 410
Parish B
Experimental 456 53% 404 47% 860
Control 398 51% 382 49% 780
Parish C
Experimental 262 64% 147 36% 409
Control 262 67% 131 33% 393
Parish D
Experimental 148 69% 66 31% 214
Control 226 71% 91 29% 317
Sub Totals




1073 52% 827 48% 1900
and Control 2141 55% 1732 45% 3873
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Table 2
Sample Data on Referrals for Screening bv Race in the 
Experimental and Control Schools
Experimental Control
Race Freq. Percent Freq. Percent
White 154 65% 32 80%
Minority* 82 35% 8 20%
Totals 236 100% 40 100%
*Minority includes African-American (Black), Asian, American 
Indian and Hispanic.
M = 276
(Note: 3 4 students were not reported by race and did not 
complete the referral process. Therefore, the potential 
sample was a = 310.)
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control schools, 8 of the 40 students referred were minority. 
The total sample of referrals, minority and white, in the 
experimental and control schools was 310 because 3 4 
students either were not reported by race or did not complete 
the referral process.
Procedures
A review of procedures used to collect data from 
September, 1991 through June, 1992 is provided in this 
section.
Nontraditional Procedures 
Nontraditional procedures included a referral stage and a 
screening stage. The nontraditional referral procedures in 
the experimental schools included child search and 
parent/teacher training to identify characteristics of 
minority gifted children. Nontraditional screening 
procedures included the use of a multiple criteria matrix to 
expand referral/screening components.
Note: The use of an alternative assessment matrix was
not a part of this study. That procedure was included in 
the second year phase of the three-year research plan. 
Nontraditional Referral
A brochure was developed that included characteristics of 
gifted children. These characteristics were extracted from 
the Creativity and Leadership Checklists (Appendix B and D). 
In October, 1991, nontraditional child search procedures 
included the dissemination of the brochure describing seven
characteristics of gifted children in four languages 
(English, French, Spanish and Vietnamese) to every family in 
the experimental schools. The family was asked to complete a 
portion of the brochure and return that portion to 
their child's teacher. The respondents were invited to 
attend an educational session in late October at the school 
that further described characteristics of gifted children, 
including minority gifted children. Information on gifted 
children was embedded in the session and in no way were 
participants told that the traits characterized minority 
gifted only. The teachers also received similar training in 
each experimental school. Following the training, teachers 
and parents initiated the student referrals for further 
screening during the 1991-92 school year.
The creativity checklist, leadership checklist (Appendix 
B and Appendix D) and the parent demographic questionnaire 
(Appendix E) were completed at the parent training session or 
completed by the parent during the school year as referrals 
were made. The teacher demographic questionnaire (Appendix 
F) was completed at the end of the school year.
Nontraditional Screening
The nontraditional multiple criteria screening matrix 
required the child referred to meet one of the following 
criteria in order to pass the screening stage:
1. A score of at least 24 or 80% on the creativity 
rating scale;
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2. A score of at least 24 or 80% on the leadership 
rating scale;
3. Score at the 90th percentile or above on the Matrix 
Analysis Test-Short Form (Naglieri, 1985);
4. Score at the 90th percentile or above on any 
standardized achievement test.
The nontraditional screening matrix superseded the local 
parish's screening criteria for a student to receive a 
complete assessment administered by parish pupil appraisal 
personnel. Rather, if one of the previously outlined 
multiple screening criteria was met, the child qualified to 
receive a final assessment.
Assessment;
Complete assessment then followed Bulletin 1508 
requirements to determine eligibility for placement in an 
academic gifted program. The primary components for 
individual assessment in Louisiana include the use of 
standardized intelligence tests and achievement tests in 
reading and math.
Traditional Re.ferral._ancLScrefininq Procedures
Each control school within the four parishes followed its 
own parish referral and screening requirements. Referrals for 
screening initiated either by a parent or teacher were 
processed as they were received throughout the 1991-92 school 
year. Parents were contacted for written permission to 
conduct a final assessment in the event the child passed the
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screening criteria. One control school had no gifted 
referral or screening procedures. Any referral for the 
gifted program qualified the student to receive assessment 
according to Bulletin 1508 requirements. Traditional 
screening criteria employed by three of the control schools 
required the following:
1. Standard scores of at least six points on the 
standard matrix, four of which must be earned on 
aptitude/intelligence test
a. three standard deviations above the mean for 
preschool and kindergarten;
b. two and a half standard deviations above the 
mean for grades 1, 2, and 3;
c. two standard deviations above the mean for 
grades 4 through 12;
2. Standard scores in math and reading on standardized 
achievement tests, ranging from zero to four 
possible points.
The teacher demographic questionnaire (Appendix F) was 
distributed to the faculties within each control school and 
data was collected in May, 1992.
Development of Instruments
The pilot study conducted in the 1991-92 school year 
assisted in the development of two nontraditional screening 
instruments, one for creativity (Appendix A) and one for 
leadership (Appendix C). Existing creativity and leadership
59
rating scales were examined to determine: (a) the inclusion
of the various culture group strengths and (b) the 
appropriateness of items for use with Louisiana populations.
A ten item checklist for creativity and leadership was 
constructed in consultation with and approved by a twelve 
member task force. The task force representation included 
three minority parents, three university faculty, two pupil 
appraisal personnel, two school administrators and two state 
department of education officials. The use of language 
appropriate for the culture groups of Louisiana was carefully 
considered in the construction of each item for the two 
instruments. The validity and reliability of the creativity 
and leadership items are enhanced in that the items were 
constructed from characteristics that have been cited in 
rating scales currently available and referenced in the 
literature review. A three point Likert scale weighted the 
responses of the parents and teachers on each instrument. 
Results of the scales were analyzed to determine if students 
passed the screening criteria.
Demographic information forms concerning the parents 
(Appendix E) and teachers (Appendix F) were developed by the 
researcher. Following a review and revision of the 
demographic instruments by the task force, the parent 
questionnaire was distributed within the four experimental 
schools to each parent who made a referral or whose child was 
referred. The teacher questionnaire was used to collect data
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from each control and experimental school to determine the 
characteristics of the faculty.
Instruments
Within each experimental school, a standardized 
intelligence test, a standardized achievement test, the 
creativity and leadership scales, and the demographic 
questionnaire for parents and teachers were used to examine 
the research questions of this study. There is no 
established system of screening required by the Louisiana 
State Department of Education. Each of the 66 school 
districts may formulate their own referral and screening 
matrix.
Intelligence Test
The task force reviewed a number of tests used as 
intelligence measures that were free of cultural bias and did 
not overly rely on language factors. Because the Matrix 
Analogies Test-Short Form (MAT-SF) employs patterns of 
abstract designs and requires minimum written language, it 
was selected by the task force as a nontraditional screening 
instrument to measure the intellectual level of individuals 
between the ages of five and 17. Designated parish 
assessment personnel administered the MAT-SF to individuals 
or to a group of students referred for screening in the 
experimental schools. The instrument's test items, composed 
of 3 4 abstract designs of four types in a varying order 
included a) pattern completion, b) reasoning by analogy,
c) serial reasoning and d) spatial visualization. The MAT-SF 
provides tables to determine percentile ranks and stanines by- 
age. A score of 90th percentile or above indicated the 
student passed screening and qualified to receive complete 
assessment for possible academic gifted placement using 
Louisiana's Bulletin 1508 guidelines. The MAT-SF was 
originally standardized in 1984 on a sample of 4,468 students 
who represented the approximate geographic distribution of 
the 1980 U. S. Census data with regard to age, sex, ethnic 
group, geographic region and community size.
Test reliability coefficients of the instrument ranged 
from .63 to .89, indicating good internal consistency.
Content validity was established by comparing the MAT-SF to 
the MAT-EF (Matrix Analogies Test - Extended Form, Naglierei, 
1985) indicating that matrix tests are good measures of 
cognitive ability. Criterion validity was determined by 
comparing the MAT-SF to academic achievement. Results 
indicated high relationships (.60 to .70) to academic 
achievement in reading and math.
Achievement Tests
Four different standardized achievement tests were used 
within each of the experimental schools. Nontraditional 
screening criteria allowed the use of scores of 90th 
percentile or above in any achievement area to indicate the 
student passed screening.
The four achievement tests included the a) Stanford Early 
Achievement Test Battery, b) California Achievement Test, c) 
SRA Achievement Test and d) Stanford Achievement Test. Each 
parish's experimental school reviewed the most recent scores 
from one of these standardized tests for any score in the 
90th percentile range. Three of the control schools used a 
standardized achievement test as a screening mechanism. One 
control school assessed each child referred and had no 
screening requirement.
Creativity and Leadership Scales
The creativity and leadership checklists were initially 
developed by university task force members. A careful review 
was made of numerous checklists and rating scales published 
by authorities in the field of gifted education (Lucito,
1972; Plowman, Rice, Sato and others, 1971; Torrance, 1977; 
Renzulli and Hartman, 1976). Those checklists and rating 
scales were used to establish the content validity of the two 
scales developed for Louisiana's minority population.
Research (Frasier, 1989; Gallagher, 1985) has found the 
characteristics included in them to be reliable indicators of 
giftedness in culturally different groups. The reliability 
coefficients for the rating scales developed were as follows: 
parent leadership, alpha = .7791; teacher leadership, alpha = 
.8844; parent creativity, alpha = .8081; teacher creativity, 
alpha = .8955. Each was considered reliable at the alpha 
levels obtained, indicating good internal consistency.
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Each student referred for screening was rated by the 
parent and the teacher on the creativity and leadership 
scales (Appendix B and Appendix D). The school building 
level committee (SBLC) scored the rating scales (Appendix A 
and Appendix C) to determine if a passing score of 24 or 80% 
was achieved on any one of the four ratings (two ratings from 
a teacher and two from a parent). These rating scales 
represented nontraditional screening methods.
Because of incomplete data collection from three 
experimental schools, a qualitative analysis of the responses 
of parents and teachers from only one of the experimental 
sites was made by the researcher. Seventeen.students were 
found in one parish experimental school who passed the 
screening criteria score of 24 or 80% on Leadership, 
Creativity or both.
The qualitative data were analyzed in two ways. First, 
the researcher analyzed the patterns of language used by 
parents and teachers in their narrative responses on the 
Creativity and Leadership Checklists (Appendix B and D). 
Qualitative research is subjective in nature; therefore, no 
predetermined patterns were named (Kerlinger, 1986; Strauss & 
Corbin, 1990). Formulating pertinent questions assisted the 
researcher in identifying patterns (i. e., What do parents 
and teachers know most about a child? What behaviors do they 
describe to each other in a parent/teacher conference?).
After continued reading of the parent/teacher comments over
the period of several months, four categories or constructs 
were identified: cognitive, affective, behavioral and no
response. Cognitive category designations were assigned to 
responses that related to knowledge areas as indicators of a 
specific characteristic. Affective category designations 
were assigned to responses that described or indicated 
feelings and attitudes. Behavioral category designations 
were assigned to responses that did not reflect cognitive or 
affective indicators, but were simply something the child had 
been observed doing (i.e., babysits). A category of "no 
response" was assigned whenever the parent or teacher failed 
to indicate any response to an example of a designated 
characteristic item (for specific examples of each category, 
refer to Appendix H - Examples of Categorical Constructs). 
Parents and teachers sometimes listed several examples for a 
given characteristic item. Therefore, the examples given 
sometimes exceeded the 10 characteristics on the Leadership 
or Creativity Checklists. Next, each response was coded and 
the categories were tallied. The counts or frequencies 
within each category were then recorded for each of the 10 
characteristics of Creativity and Leadership (Appendix B and 
Appendix D). Finally, the results of the categorical 
construct counts were statistically analyzed by using chi- 
square (e < .05) to test for degree of association between 
teacher and parent categorical counts.
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Demographic Questionnaire
The parent and teacher demographic information survey 
forms (Appendix E and Appendix F) were developed by the 
researcher in consultation with university members of the 
task force. The entire task force reviewed the initial forms 
and made revisions that are reflected in the surveys 
distributed to the parishes.
The parent demographic questionnaire contained 14 items 
and yielded data for variables such as ethnicity, language 
spoken in the home, marital status, number of children, 
occupation and educational background. Parents (n = 23 6') 
completed all of the demographic questionnaires provided at 
the four experimental schools during the referral and 
screening process.
The teacher demographic questionnaire contained six items 
and surveyed variables of ethnicity, educational level, 
certification areas, years of teaching experience, awareness 
level of gifted children and referral rate. Data were 
collected from the teachers that responded (n = 164) in the 
four experimental and the four control schools.
Data Processing and Analysis
Once all data had been collected, quantitative and/or 
qualitative results were analyzed for each research question 
posed. Separate analyses were conducted for the demographic 
questionnaires for parents (Appendix E) and teachers 
(Appendix F).
Initial data analysis employed descriptive statistics to 
determine if characteristics of normal data distribution were 
present. Frequency counts were obtained by analysis of the 
data to characterize the sample population and the SPSS 
statistical analysis system was used. SPSS automatically 
accesses the Yates' corrected chi-square in computations for 
all 2 X 2  tables with a cell having an expected frequency of 
less than 5. Chi-square was used to test for significant 
differences (jg < .05) and degree of association between the 
nominal independent variables (the non-traditional form of 
referral and screening) and the dependent variables (the 
number of students who passed screening and/or assessment). 
Total referrals for screening from the entire school 
populations in both experimental and control schools were 
used in the chi-square analysis.
CHAPTER 4 
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 
The purpose of this study was to determine the 
effectiveness of using nontraditional referral and screening 
procedures to identify culturally different gifted children. 
The data came primarily from teachers and parents acquired in 
1991-92 by permission of the Louisiana State Department of 
Education, Office of Special Education's supervisor of Gifted 
and Talented Education.
Research Questions 
The research and analyses were built upon the following 
questions:
1. What effect does the Child Search procedure have on 
the initiation of referrals for screening from 
parents and teachers?
2. Is there a significant difference in the frequency 
of culturally different (minority) students 
recommended for assessment who passed 
nqntraditional screening when compared to those who 
passed traditional screening?
3. Is there a difference between the frequencies of 
students who passed screening either by scores from 
the teacher or by the parent scores on Creativity 
and Leadership scales?
4. Is there an increase in the frequency of culturally 
different children (minority) who are identified
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for gifted programs using nontraditional referral 
and screening and traditional assessment methods 
when compared to those identified using traditional 
referral, screening and assessment methods?
5. How are the creativity and leadership behaviors of 
those children who passed screening described by 
their parents and teachers?
6. Are there similarities in the students' creativity 
and leadership behaviors as described by parents 
and teachers?
7. What differences in students' creativity and 
leadership behaviors as described by parents and 
teachers appear to be significant?
The chapter begins with an examination of descriptive 
statistics of the referral sample within the experimental and 
control schools. A review of the research questions, 
analyses and results follow. The chapter is concluded with 
the results of related analyses.
Characteristics of the Sample 
The sample was comprised of 82 minority students and 154 
white students grades 1-5, in the experimental schools 
compared with 8 minority and 32 white students, grades 1-5, 
in the control schools as indicated in Table 2. While 310 
students were referred for screening, 3 4 did not complete the 
screening process; therefore, 276 were screened in four
parishes' experimental and control schools. The results of 
this study may have been affected by the failure of 3 4 
students to complete the screening process in the 
experimental schools. Of the data collected in the
experimental schools, 118 students (44%) were male; 126
students (47%) were female. Twenty-six (9%) of the students 
were not reported by gender. Only parents from the 
experimental schools, not the control schools, completed the 
demographic questionnaire. Parents reported that 123 (42%) 
of the students live with both parents, 27 (9%) live with one 
parent, and 106 (49%) parents did not report this 
information. The mean educational level reported for the 
father was 13.5 years of school compared with 13.3 for the 
mother.
The teacher demographic questionnaire was distributed to 
both experimental and control schools in May, 1992. In the
experimental schools, 90 (82%) of 110 teachers returned the
questionnaire; 74 (60%) of 124 teachers in the control 
schools responded.
A majority of teachers in the experimental (63.3%) and 
control schools (71.6%) were certified in elementary 
education (see Table 3) and had a bachelor's degree (60% and 
77% respectively). The remainder (40% and 23% respectively) 
of the teachers held a master's degree or above. The average 
years of teaching in the experimental school was 14.7 years 
and 12.8 in the control schools. Less than half the teachers
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Table 3
Teacher Demographic Information for Experimental and Control 
Schools







































2 2 .2% 



















































Experimental (n = 90) Control (n = 74)
Item
(Mean) (Mean)
Years Freq. % Years Freq. %

























































in both groups indicated that they had received any previous 
awareness training in gifted education or about the 
characteristics of gifted children (47.8% in the experimental 
and 37.8% in the control schools). Approximately one-third 
of the teachers in both groups made referrals in 1990-91, 
while the referral rate in the experimental schools increased 
from 33.3% in 1990-91 to 53.3% in 1991-92. No apparent 
change was noted in the control schools. The ethnicity of 
the referrals from the experimental schools was 55.6% 
minority as compared to 17.5% in the control schools.
Teacher ethnicity in the experimental schools was 21.1% 
minority and in the control schools 14.9% minority.
Descriptive Statistics for Each Research Question 
Question 1: Analysis and Results
Chi-square was used to test if significant differences were 
found in the number of culturally different (minority) 
students referred for gifted placement when Child Search 
procedures (i.e., letters to parents and parent/teacher 
training) were used with parents and teachers. Table 4 
indicates that 82 (9.1%) minority students were referred in 
the four experimental schools; 8 (1.0%) minority students 
were referred for screening in the four control schools; 
therefore, a significantly greater number of minority 
students were referred for screening in the experimental 
schools as compared to the control schools. Table 4
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Table 4
Chi-Sauare Comparison of Minority Students Referred bv 
Nontraditional Methods in Experimental Schools and 






Referred 82 9.1% 8 1.0%
Not Referred 823 90.9% 819 99.0%
Total 905 100.0% 827 100.0%
Calculated chi-square = 57.46
Significant at e  < .001.
Table 5
Chi-Square Comparison of White Students Referred bv
Nontraditional Methods in Experimental Schools and






Referred 154 14.4% 32 3.0%
Not Referred 914 85.6% 1041 97.0%
Total 1068 100.0% 1073 100.0%
Calculated chi-square = 88.26 
Significant at e  < .001.
74
indicates a calculated chi-square of 57.46, significant at 
the .001 probability level.
Table 5 indicates that significantly greater number of 
white students also were referred for screening in the 
experimental schools as compared to the control schools.
There were 154 (14.6%) white students referred in 
experimental schools; 32 (3.0%) were referred in control 
schools. The calculated chi-square was 88.26 and significant 
at e  < .001 level.
Question 2: Analysis and Results
Chi-square was used to test if significant differences 
were found in the frequency of culturally different 
(minority) students who passed screening and were recommended 
for assessment when nontraditional screening and traditional 
screening were compared. The intent of the analysis was to 
determine if nontraditional referral and screening methods 
(i,e., referral: child search, parent/teacher training;
screening: use of a multiple criteria matrix to expand 
screening components) increased the number of minority 
students recommended for assessment.
There was a significant difference in minority (see Table 
6) and white students (see Table 7) who passed screening 
using the nontraditional method in experimental schools when 
compared to control schools using traditional screening 
methods. Fifty (5.5%) of the minority students passed
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Table 6
Chi-souare Comparison of Minority Students Who Passed
Screening bv Nontraditional Methods in Experimental Schools






Passed Screening 50 5.5% 8 1.0%
Did Not Pass Screening 855 94.5% 819 99 .0%
Total 905 100.0% 827 100.0%
Calculated chi-square = 27.73
Significant at p < .001.
Table 7
Chi-souare Comoarison of White Students Who Passed Screening
bv Nontraditional Methods in Exoerimental Schools ,and






Passed Screening 108 10.1% 25 2.4%
Did Not Pass Screening 960 89.9% 1048 97.6%
Total 1068 100.0% 1073 100.0%
Calculated chi-square = 55.64
Significant at e  < .001.
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screening in the experimental schools while eight (1%) of the 
minority students passed screening in the control 
schools. The calculated chi-square was 27.73 and significant 
at the p < .001 level. Table 7 indicates a similar pattern 
for white students who passed screening; 108 (10.1%) passed 
screening in the experimental schools while 25 (2.3%) passed 
screening in the control schools. The calculated chi-square 
was 55.64, significant at the p < .001 level.
Question 3: Analysis and Results
Chi-square was used to test if differences existed 
between the frequencies of the students who passed screening 
either by scores from the teacher or by the parent on the 
Creativity (see Appendix A) and Leadership Checklists (see 
Appendix C). There was no significant difference (p < .05) 
between the frequencies of students who passed screening and 
qualified for assessment on the Leadership Checklist based 
upon teachers' and parents' ratings (see Table 8). Ninety- 
four (79%) of the students were qualified by teacher scores 
and 151 (85%) were qualified by parent scores.
A significant difference was noted, however, between the 
frequency of students who passed screening and qualified for 
assessment based upon teachers' and parents' ratings on the 
Creativity Checklist. Table 9 indicates a calculated chi- 
square of 8.85334, significant at the .05 probability level. 
Parent scores on the Creativity Checklist qualified 137 (88%) 
of the students while teacher scores qualified 106 (75%).
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Table 8
Chi-sauare Comparison of Students Who Passed Nontraditional
Screening using Leadership Scales bv Teachers and Parents
Leadership
Teachers Parents
Freq Percent Freq Percent
Not Qualified 24 21.0% 25 14.7%
Qualified 94 79 .0% 151 85.3%
Total 118 100.0% 176 100.0%
n = 294
Calculated chi-square = 1.96415 
Not significant at e  < .05
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Table 9
Chi-sauare Comparison of Students Who Passed Nontraditional
Screening Using Creativity Scales bv Teachers and Parents
Creativity
Teachers Parents
Freq. Percent Freq. Percent
Not qualified 34 24.8% 17 11.6%
Qualified 106 75.2% 137 88.4%
Total 140 100.0% 154 100.0%
n = 294
Calculated chi-square = 8.85334 
Significant at jd < .05
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Question 4: Analysis and Results
Chi-square was used to test if there was an increase in 
the frequency of culturally different (minority) children who 
were identified for gifted programs using nontraditional 
referral and screening with traditional assessment methods 
when compared to those identified using traditional referral, 
screening and assessment methods.
In the experimental schools, 13 (1.4%) minority students 
were identified as gifted (see Table 10). Of the control 
schools, one (.1%) of the minority students was identified as 
gifted. The calculated chi-square was 9.33 and significant 
at p < .001.
Table 11 indicates that a significantly greater number of 
white students also were identified in the experimental 
schools as compared to the control schools. In the 
experimental schools, 19 (1.8%) of the white students were 
identified as gifted; 7 (.6%) were identified in the control 
schools. The calculated chi-square was 5.6 6 and significant 
at < .05 probability level.
Question 5: Analysis and Results
Qualitative methodology was used to identify categorical 
patterns of parent/teacher narrative comments. Then, chi- 
square was used to compare the frequencies of parents' and 
teachers' rating scores on Creativity (see Appendix A) and 




Chi-square Comparison of Minority Students Who Were 
Identified as Gifted when Assessed bv Traditional Methods in 






Qualified as Gifted 13 1.4% 1 .1%
Did Not Qualify as Gifted 892 98.6% 826 99.9%
Total 905 100.0% 827 100.0%
Calculated chi-square = 9.33
Significant at e  < .001.
Table 11
Chi-sauare ComDarison of White Students Who Were Identified
as Gifted when Assessed bv Traditional Methods in the






Qualified as Gifted 19 1.8% 7 0.6%
Did Not Qualify as Gifted 1049 98.2% 1066 99.4%
Total 1068 100.0% 1073 100.0%
Calculated chi-square = 5.66 
Significant at e  < .05.
Qualitative Analysis and Results
Because of incomplete data collection in three schools, 
data from only one experimental school were selected for the 
purpose of reviewing narrative responses of parents and 
teachers on the ten items found in the Creativity (see 
Appendix B) and Leadership Checklist (see Appendix D). 
Seventeen students were found who passed the screening 
criteria score of 24 (80%) on either leadership, creativity, 
or both.
The narrative examples given by parents and teachers for 
the creativity and leadership items provided the data for the 
qualitative analysis. Three categories were identified by 
using qualitative methodology. Both parents and teachers 
tended to provide multiple examples of a given characteristic 
on the Creativity (see Table 12) and Leadership Checklist 
(see Table 13) in the following categories or patterns: 
cognitive, affective and behavioral (see Appendix H for 
specific examples). A fourth category of "no response" was 
observed. To review, cognitive category designations were 
assigned to responses that related to knowledge areas as 
indicators of a specific characteristic. Affective category 
designations were assigned to responses that described or 
indicated feelings and attitudes. Behavioral category 
designations were assigned to responses that did not reflect 
cognitive or affective indicators, but were simply something 
the child had been observed doing (i.e., babysits). A
Table 12
Frequency Counts of Teacher/Parent Responses on Creativity 
Items bv Category
Category
Item Cognitive Affective Behavioral
Teacher Parent Teacher Parent Teacher Parent
1. Expresses
feelings 3 5 0 5 7 7
2. Uses every­
day objects 
to create 8 12 0 0 0 1
3 . Displays
imagina­
tion 8 8 0 0 0 2
4. Is adven­




items 3 8 0 0 1 4
6. Is
playful 0 0 0 0 10 10
7 . Uses des­
criptive 
language 9 9 0 2 7 3
8. Is
inventive 4 13 0 0 0 0
9. Is hard to 
distract 0 1 0 0 5 13
10. Is curious; 
asks
questions 7 13 0 5 0 3
Totals 42 69 0 12 35 53
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Table 13









bility 0 5 0 0 10 11
2. Displays
self-
confidence 0 0 0 0 10 8
3 . Participates 
in group 
activities 1 0 0 0 9 11
4 . Speaks well 
in front of 
a group 0 1 0 0 10 12
5. Enj oys 
problem­
solving 6 10 1 4 1 0
6. Is alert; 
observant 9 11 0 0 0 1
7 . Is self­
directed 1 0 5 10 2 0
8. Completes
tasks 0 0 0 0 14 9
9 . Is viewed 
as a 
leader 0 1 0 0 6 7
10. Is open to 
the ideas 
of others 5 4 3 9 0 5
Totals 22 32 9 23 59 68
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category of "no response" was assigned whenever the parent or 
teacher failed to indicate any response to an example of a 
designated characteristic item. Parents and teachers 
sometimes listed several examples for a given characteristic 
item. Therefore, the examples given exceeded the 10 
characteristics on the Leadership or Creativity checklists. 
The researcher then coded each response and counted the 
categories. The counts or frequencies within each category 
were then recorded for each of the 10 characteristics of 
Creativity and Leadership (Appendix B and Appendix D).
Using the Creativity Checklists, teachers identified 42 
cognitive characteristics, no affective characteristics, and 
3 5 behavior characteristics of the 17 students. Parents 
identified 69 cognitive characteristics, 12 affective 
characteristics and 53 behavior characteristics.
Using the Leadership Checklist, teachers identified 22 
cognitive characteristics, 9 affective characteristics, and 
59 behavior characteristics. Parents identified 32 cognitive 
characteristics, 23 affective characteristics, and 68 
behavior characteristics.
Quantitative Analysis and Results
On the Creativity and Leadership Checklists (Appendix A
and C), no points or zero score was assigned if no item was
checked, a score of 1 was assigned to items checked as
"seldom", a score of 2 was assigned to items checked as 
"occasionally", and a score of 3 was assigned to items
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checked "frequently". A score of 0 or 1 was labeled a low 
score on a scale of 0 to 3 (see Table 14). A score of 2 or 3 
was labeled a high score. Teacher and parent scores for the 
17 students on the Creativity cognitive construct were 
analyzed using chi-square (p < .05) as a test of association. 
No significant difference (p < .05) was found between the 
teacher and parent Creativity cognitive construct frequencies 
as revealed by a calculated chi-square of 3.03040.
A significant difference was found, however, in the 
Creativity affective construct as indicated by the calculated 
chi-square 3.94871 (p < .05). Because there was strong 
agreement between teachers' and parents' scores on the 
behavioral construct, no significant difference was found 
(chi-square of .00000, p = 1.00000).
For the Leadership Checklist (Table 15), no significant 
difference was found between the teachers’ and parents' 
ratings on the cognitive construct as revealed with a 
calculated chi-square of .12462 (p < .05). There was a 
significant difference found between the teachers' and 
parents' scores on the affective construct, as indicated by 
the calculated chi-square 6.45920 (p < .05). Again, there 
was no significant difference between teachers' and parents' 
scores on the behavioral construct as indicated by the 
calculated chi-square of .00000 (p = 1.00000).
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Table 14
Chi-sauare Summary Comparison of Teacher/Parent: Scores on 










LOW 12 7 15 10 12 12
High 5 10 2 7 5 5
Chi-square 3.03040 3 .94871* .00000
*Significant at E < .05
Table 15
Chi-square Summary Comparison of Teacher/Parent Scores on 
Leadership: Cognitive, Affective and Behavioral Category
Cognitive Affective Behavioral
Teacher Parent Teacher Parent Teacher Parent
n = 17 n = 17 n = 17
Low 11 10 16 10 9 9
High 6 7 1 7 8 8
Chi-square .12462 6.45920* .00000
^Significant at e  < .05
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Question 6: Analysis and Results
Qualitative methodology was used to identify similar 
categorical patterns of parent/teacher narrative comments on 
Creativity (Appendix B) and Leadership Checklists (Appendix 
D). Chi-square was used to test associations between the 
frequency counts of the categorical constructs (cognitive, 
affective and behavioral) to determine if there were 
similarities in the creativity and leadership behaviors of 
children who passed screening as described by parents and 
teachers.
Similarities were noted between teachers and parents in 
the Creativity cognitive category (see Table 12) where there 
were strong agreement scores of 8 for Item 3, (displays 
imagination) and a score of 9 for Item 7 (uses descriptive 
language). Item 4 (is adventurous) and Item 6 (is playful) 
were both "no response" items for teachers and parents.
In the Creativity affective category, there was a “no 
response" agreement of teachers and parents for Items 2, 3,
4, 5, 6, 8, 9, and 10 (see Table 12). Creativity behavioral 
agreements were noted for Item 1 (expresses feelings) with a 
score of 7 and Item 6 (is playful) with a common score of 10. 
A "no response" agreement was found in Item 8 (is inventive).
Leadership cognitive similarities (see Table 13) were 
noted between teachers1 and parents1 response on Item 2 
(displays self-confidence) and Item 8 (completes tasks) where 
no responses were given.
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It is interesting to note that Leadership affective 
similarities were found by no responses from teachers or 
parents in Items 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 8, and 9. No common 
frequencies were found in the Leadership behavioral category.
Obviously, statistical analyses using chi-square found no 
significant differences for the items where there was equal 
agreement between parent and teacher ratings: creativity
cognitive (Items 3 and 7, Table 12); creativity behavioral 
(Items 1 and 6, Table 12).
Question 7: Analysis and Results
Chi-square was used to test if there were significant 
statistical differences in the students' creativity and 
leadership behavior as observed by parents and teachers.
These observations were coded using the qualitative method of 
sorting responses into the categories of cognitive, 
affective, and behavioral constructs. As seen in Table 16a, 
three items indicated significant differences (p < .05) in 
teacher/parent scores in the Creativity cognitive category.
The calculated chi-square significance of .03712 
indicated a significant difference in teacher and parent 
scores on Item 2 (uses everyday objects to create). Item 5 
(produces a large number of items) had a calculated chi- 
square significance of .00823, which was a significant 
difference between teacher/parent scores. A significant 
difference was found in Item 8 (is inventive) between
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Table 16a
Chi-scruare Item Analysis of Significant Difference in 




1 . Expresses 
feelings. .49146 .03491* 1.00000
2. Uses every 
day objects 
to create .03712* —  — .08871
3 . Displays
imagination 1.00000 -- .54188
4. Is adven­






playful -- -- 1.00000
7 . Uses des­
criptive 
language 1.00000 .12300 .26916
8. Is
inventive .03712* - -
9. Is hard to 
distract .08871 - - .03537*
10. Is curious; 
asks
questions .14822 .03491* .23396
*Significant at 2 < .05
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teacher/parent scores with a calculated chi-square 
significance of .03712.
Two items in the Creativity affective category were found 
to be significant at e  < .05 Item 1 (expresses feelings) and 
Item 10 (is curious). Both items had a calculated chi-square 
significance of .03491, indicating a significant difference 
between teacher/parent scores.
Two items in the Creativity behavioral category indicated 
significant differences in teacher/parent scores at e  < -05. 
Item 4 (is adventurous) and Item 9 (is hard to distract) were 
indicative of teacher/parent difference, each with a 
calculated chi-square significance of .035337.
Table 16b was constructed to reflect clearly where 
statistically significant differences were found in the 
Leadership categorical constructs scoring derived from the 
teacher/parent comments that were coded and then counted.
Only one item in the Leadership cognitive category and one 
item in the Leadership behavioral category were found that 
indicated a significant teacher/parent difference. Table 16b 
identified both Item 1 (expresses feelings) and Item 10 (is 
open to the ideas of others) as significantly different with 
a calculated chi-square significance of .03491 (2 < .05).
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Table 16b
Chi-scmare Item Analysis of Significant Difference in 
Teacher/Parent Scores on Leadership Categories
Item
Calculated Chi-square Significance 
Category 
AffectiveCognitive
1. Carries out 
responsibility .03491*
















9. Is viewed as
a leader .08871
10. Is open to 
















*Significant at p < .05
CHAPTER 5
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The purpose of this study was to determine the 
effectiveness of using nontraditional referral and screening 
procedures to identify culturally different gifted children. 
Louisiana's current state definition emphasizes academic 
achievement and intellectual ability as eligibility criteria 
for gifted program accessibility. Such a definition does not 
address strengths which may be found in creativity and 
leadership areas possibly limits the inclusion of more 
minority students in academically gifted programs. A recent 
national survey (Ross, 1993) reported that states using IQ 
score cutoffs to identify gifted and talented students tend 
to have greater disparities among ethnic groups. Research 
indicates that a broad criteria for identification of the 
gifted will encompass 3% to 5% of the school population 
(Gallagher, 1985; Sisk, 1987).
Traditional screening methods tend to identify more 
students in the majority population when compared with 
minority representation. Louisiana has a 49% minority 
representation in its total school population, yet minorities 
comprise only 18% of the students in Louisiana's gifted 
programs compared with 82% who are white. The disparity in 
minority representation suggested the need not only to 
examine the definition of giftedness, but also to consider a
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more comprehensive system of referral, screening and 
identification.
The following research questions were examined:
Research Questions
1. What effect does the Child Search procedure have on 
the initiation of referrals for screening from 
parents and teachers?
2. Is there a significant difference in the frequency 
of culturally different (minority) students 
recommended for assessment who passed 
nontraditional screening when compared to those who 
passed traditional screening?
3. Is there a difference between the frequencies of 
students who passed screening either by scores from 
the teacher or by the parent scores on Creativity 
and Leadership scales?
4. Is there an increase in the frequency of culturally 
different children (minority) who are identified 
for gifted programs using nontraditional referral 
and screening and traditional assessment methods 
when compared to those identified using traditional 
referral, screening and assessment methods?
5. How are the creativity and leadership behaviors of 
those children who passed screening described by 
their parents and teachers?
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6. Are there similarities in the students' creativity 
and leadership behaviors as described by parents 
and teachers?
7. What differences in students' creativity and 
leadership behaviors as described by parents and 
teachers appear to be significant?
A summary of the findings of the dissertation research 
is provided in this chapter. Conclusions presented in the 
second section of the chapter are based on the research 
findings and are drawn from the related literature. The last 




Descriptive data were examined to determine normal data 
distribution. The total population of the control and 
experimental schools was 3,873 students with 2,441 (55%) 
white students and 1,732 (45%) minority students. In the 
experimental schools, referrals for screening included 65%
(n = 154) white students and 35% (n = 82) minority students. 
In the control schools, referrals for screening included 80% 
(n =32) white students and 20% (n = 8) minority students. In 
the total population of the experimental and control schools, 
referrals for screening provided a sample of 27 6 students.
Parent demographic data, collected only in the 
experimental schools, revealed that 42% of the students who
were referred for screening lived with both parents. The 
mean educational level of the father was 13.5 and 13.3 for 
the mother. A majority of the teachers in the experimental 
(63.3%) and control (71.6%) schools were certified in 
elementary education. Less than half the teachers in both 
groups (47.8% in experimental37.8% in control) indicated 
receiving any previous awareness training in gifted education 
or about the characteristics of gifted children. The teacher 
referrals for screening in the experimental schools increased 
from 33.3% in 1990-91 to 53.3% in 1991-92. The control 
school teacher referrals only increased from 32.4% in 1990-91 
to 37.8% in 1991-92. It appears that the nontraditional 
method of child search and parent/teacher training may have 
resulted in the greater increase in student referrals in the 
experimental schools compared with the control schools.
Conclusions
Several important conclusions were generated as a result 
of this research study.
Conclusion One
There appeared to be a significant difference in the 
number of minority children (82 or 9.1%) referred for gifted 
screening when Child Search procedures (i.e., letters to 
parents and parent/teacher training) were used when compared 
with traditional referral procedures (8 or 1.0%). White 
students also were referred in significantly greater numbers 
(154 or 14.6%) when compared with traditional referral
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(32 or 3%). Therefore, it appeared that awareness training 
for parents and teachers (Child Search) was effective in the 
initiation of referrals overall (276) when compared with 
traditional referral procedures (40). These results were 
consistent with the findings reported by Richert (1987), 
Passow (1986) and Jacobs (1971).
Conclusion Two
There was a significant difference in the number of both 
minority and white students who passed screening in the 
experimental schools using the nontraditional method compared 
with those in the control schools using the traditional 
method. Fifty (5.5%) minority students passed the screening 
in the experimental schools compared with 8 (1%) minority 
students who passed screening in the control schools. A 
similar pattern was observed for white students who passed 
screening using nontraditional methods (n = 108, 10.1%) 
compared with those who passed screening when traditional 
methods were employed (n = 25, 2.3%).
These results support the findings of Frasier (1991) and 
Torrance (1989) which indicate that when cultural traits and 
characteristics are included in the referral and screening 
criteria, more minority students will be considered. This 
research supports their findings that a multifaceted matrix 
that includes creativity and leadership should be used in the 
referral and screening process.
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Conclusion Three
Involvement of parents and teachers in the 
identification of students' creativity and leadership 
characteristics is recommended throughout the literature 
(Baldwin, 1989; Clark, 1992; Frasier, 1989). Although there 
was no significant relationship between teacher and parent 
scores on the Leadership Checklist, parents qualified more 
students at the screening stage (n = 151, 85%) than did 
teachers (n = 118, 79%). There was a significant difference, 
however, between teacher and parent scores on the Creativity 
Checklist. Parents were able to identify 137 (88%) of 155 
students who passed the screening criteria while teachers 
identified 106 (75%) of 141. In addition, fewer students 
failed to pass screening on leadership and creativity when 
scored by parents than by teachers. Parents failed to pass 
25 (14.7%) on leadership and 17 (11.6%) on creativity while 
teachers failed to pass 24 (21%) on leadership and 34 (24.8%) 
on creativity. When a sample (n = 17) from one school was 
studied further, there appeared to be an association in the 
narrative responses of parents on the Creativity Checklists 
and the higher screening passing rate. Parents named more 
behaviors as indicators of creativity and leadership than did 
teachers. This also is consistent with the research found in 
the related literature previously cited. Teachers appeared
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to have difficulty citing behaviors that were defined as 
creative.
Conclusion Four
There appeared to be a significant difference in the 
number of minority children (n = 13, 26%) who were identified 
as gifted after nontraditional referral and screening methods 
had been employed. Traditional assessments relied on IQ and 
achievement tests in keeping with the requirements of 
Louisiana's Bulletin 1508. The findings of this research 
also suggest that minorities continue to be limited in the 
final identification process for gifted programs whether non­
traditional referral/screening (n = 13, 26%) or traditional 
referral/screening (n = 1, 12.5%) was employed. The narrow 
final assessment criteria at the conclusion of the referral 
and screening process appeared to remain an exclusion factor 
for minorities. This finding is consistent with the results 
found in the research (Alvino, McDonnell, Richert, 1981; 
Borland, 1986; Cohen, 1990).
Conclusion Five
It appeared that parents and teachers were able to 
describe students' behaviors in three categories of 
creativity and leadership. They named cognitive products 
that related to academic areas, affective indicators that 
related to students' feelings and behavioral observations 
relating to students' interest areas or other activities.
This conclusion was consistent with the findings within the
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literature indicating that parents and teachers are able to 
identify students' leadership and creativity characteristics 
(Clark, 1992; Karnes, 1983).
Conclusion Six
Several similarities were noted in parents' and 
teachers' observations of students concerning creativity and 
leadership behaviors. Additionally, there appeared to be 
some creativity and leadership areas where parents and 
teachers were unable to give specific examples to support a 
given characteristic. Both parents and teachers, however, 
were able to name indicators of playfulness and expressive 
feelings in the area of creativity. In the area of 
leadership, parents and teachers also were similar in their 
ability to specify examples of self-confidence and task 
completion behaviors in students. The findings within the 
literature support the conclusion of this research that 
Louisiana parents and teachers can site specific examples of 
creativity and leadership characteristics (Torrance, 1984; 
Treffinger, 1984).
Conclusion Seven
When teachers and parents were asked to give examples to 
support a creativity or leadership characteristic, parents 
were consistently able to cite more indicators than teachers. 
The indicators cited fell into three categorical patterns: 
cognitive, affective and behavioral. For creativity, parents 
cited 69 cognitive indicators compared to 42 for teachers, 12
affective indicators compared to zero for teachers, and 53 
behavioral indicators compared to 3 5 for teachers. For 
leadership, parents cited 32 cognitive indicators compared to 
22 for teachers, 23 affective indicators compared to 9 for 
teachers, and 64 behavioral indicators compared to 62 for 
teachers. While parents were able to name more cognitive, 
affective and behavioral indicators compared with teachers on 
creativity and leadership items, teachers were unable to name 
any affective indicators on creativity items and only 9 on 
leadership items. Teachers appear either to be unwilling or 
unable to recount specific indicators or truly may not 
observe the affective indicators. Teachers were more 
successful in naming specific cognitive and behavioral 
indicators in leadership and creativity, but not as 
successful as parents. It appeared that parents were able to 
observe indicators of creativity and leadership over longer 
periods of time and in less structured settings than were 
teachers within a classroom setting. Also, teachers may not 
be providing students with opportunities to demonstrate 
creativity and leadership. Although parent and teacher 
observations differed, it was important to consider the 
indicators cited by both as a part of the portfolio approach 
to the identification process that is needed in order to 
obtain data relative to the whole child. This conclusion was 
consistent with the recommendations found within the
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literature (Coleman & Gallagher, 1992; Cox, 1985; Jacobs, 
1971; Richert, 1985).
Recommendations for Policy. Practice and Further Research 
Based on the findings of this research and the review of 
the related literature, there are a number of implications 
and recommendations for policy, practice and for further 
research that may be drawn from this study.
Policy and Practice
First, the procedures in Louisiana for gifted 
identification is inadequate for all students, as well as 
minority students. The State of Louisiana's definition of 
giftedness should be expanded and modified so that greater 
representative proportions of all ethnic groups of students 
can be screened and identified. The reliance upon only two 
criteria for identification, academic and intellectual 
achievement, fails to take into account creativity and 
leadership measures which are consistently recommended in the 
literature (Clark, 1992; Coleman & Gallagher, 1992, Frasier, 
1989; Guilford, 1975; Torrance, 1984). It is recommended 
that state identification procedures should be expanded to 
include creativity and leadership. Various academic areas, 
other than math and reading solely, should be included so 
that nontraditional screening can have a positive impact.
Second, the special education assessment teams need to 
employ the option for additional assessment which is embedded 
in Bulletin 1508 (Pupil Appraisal Handbook. 1983). It
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appears that the assessment teams are not including 
evaluation measures which take into account the students from 
culturally diverse populations or those who are considered 
environmentally deprived of educational opportunities, as is 
called for in Bulletin 1508.
Third, the results of this study suggested that the 
inclusion of parents and teachers in the identification 
process is warranted to gather a more complete and 
multifaceted composite of the whole child. Parents and 
teachers were able to identify characteristics as indicators 
of giftedness that address individual strengths and potential 
for learning at an advanced level. Therefore, it is 
recommended that a portfolio approach to gathering data for 
gifted referrals be initiated within the state including 
various cultural indicators of giftedness. School districts 
need to implement awareness training for parents and teachers 
each year concerning characteristics of multicultural 
indicators of giftedness.
Fourth, the Louisiana State Department's Office of 
Special Education should disseminate and share information 
concerning nontraditional gifted identification to its 66 
school districts.
Further Research
First, the concept of giftedness should be an ongoing 
study and analysis in Louisiana. Reconsideration should be 
given to the dynamic demographic structure of the state that
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takes into account giftedness as a social construct. The 
human social and cultural construction of Louisiana needs to 
be under continuous surveillance concerning placement of all 
students in special programs, including gifted programs.
Second, further research should be considered to 
determine why teachers and parents do not focus on affective 
behaviors when they describe student behaviors. Research is 
needed to determine procedures to improve parent/teacher 
recognition skills of affective student behaviors.
Third, further research should be considered to examine 
the findings of Louisiana's three year study (1991-1994) 
using nontraditional referral, screening and assessment to 
identify minority gifted students. The research conducted in 
Louisiana may add to the current body of knowledge concerning 
minority gifted identification issues.
Fourth, this study did not look at socioeconomic status 
and disadvantaged students. These factors may provide useful 
data for future planning and development of gifted programs 
in Louisiana that would address the special needs of those 
students.
Fifth, while this research did not look at gender 
differences, additional research is warranted in the area of 
gifted females, gifted individuals with disabilities and 
other cultures, as well as those found in Louisiana.
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APPENDIX A
CREATIVITY CHECKLIST




Easily expresses feelings, 
emotions, and/or ideas,
(e.g., facially, verbally, 
by body gestures, in role 
playing, etc.), but may
imitate or mimic others______________  __________  _______
Uses everyday objects to 
create inventions, games,
toys, etc. _______  __________  _______
Displays imagination (makes 
up stories, acts out ideas), 
but may elaborate on the
truth_________________________ _______  __________  _______
Is adventurous, uninhibited, 
willing to take risks, but 
may have little regard for
established rules _______  __________  _______
Produces large number or 
variety of ideas in work or
Play _______  __________  _______
Is playful, makes others 
laugh, sometimes at 
inappropriate times and
places _______  __________  _______
Makes people see pictures 
when telling stories or





Is inventive; enjoys 
problem solving; produces 
unusual solutions to
problems _______ __________  _______
Is hard to distract from
enjoyable activities_________ _______ __________ _______
Is curious; asks many
and unusual questions _______ __________  _______
SCHOOL BUILDING LEVEL COMMITTEE:
Step One:
Total checks in each 
column:_______________________ _______ ______________ _______
Multiply total checks 
in each column by the
indicated weight:  1 __________ 2_______   3
Weighted column scores: _______  __________  _______
Total Score (add the 
three weighted column
scores) :____________________ _______  __________ _______
Step Two:
Refer this child for evaluation if the total score is 24 
or above 80%.
Attach parent/teacher checklist with samples/examples to 
the back for documentation.
Child's Namq. Date Grade School
We would like you to help us to better understand the child whose name 
appears on this scale checklist. We are particularly interested in those 
special strengths and talents you have observed in this child. Place a 
check in the appropriate blank to indicate the degree to which this child 
displays each of the following behaviors. When possible, provide examples/ 
samples for items checked "frequently."
1 = Seldom; 2 = Occasionally; 3= Frequently
 ____________   1 2  3_________ Examples
Expresses feelings, emotions, 
and/or ideas readily (e.g., 
facially, verbally, by body 
gestures, in role playing,
etc.). _________________________________
Uses everyday objects to 
create inventions, games,
toys, etc. _________________________________
Displays imagination (makes 
up stories, acts out ideas) 
but may elaborate on the
truth _________________________________
_______________________________________ 1____ 2____ 3__________ Examples
Is adventurous, uninhibited, 
willing to take risks, but 
may have little regard of
established rules __________________________________
Produces large number or 
variety of ideas in work 
or play
Is playful, makes others 
laugh, sometimes at 
inappropriate times and 
places.
Makes people see pictures 
when telling stories or 
describing situations
Is inventive, enjoys problem 
solving, produces unusual 
solutions to problems
Is hard to distract from 
enjoyable activities







Score Guide--School Building Level Committee
Child's Name______    Date_________________ _ _____
School______________________________Grade_______________________
Seldom Occasionally Frequently
Carries out responsibilities 
and fulfills commitments with
little supervision_____________ _ ___  _______  ______________
Displays self-confidence, but
may appear to brag or boast _____ _______  _____________
Participates readily in group 
activities; cooperates with 
others, but may tend to
dominate at times _____ _______  _____________
Speaks well in front of a group
he/she feels comfortable with _____ _______  _______ _ _____
Enjoys problem solving/ 
decisionmaking; produces 
creative and effective
solutions to problems _____ _______  _____________
Is alert, observant and a good
listener_______________________ _____ _______ _________________
Is a self-directed, independent 
thinker, but may challenge
authority _____ _______  _____________
Attends to a task until it is 
completed, but may have little
regard for time schedules _____ _______  _____________
Is a leader as viewed by
others _____ _______  _____________
Is open to the ideas of others, 
but may be overly critical of




SCHOOL BUILDING LEVEL COMMITTEE:
Step One:
Total checks in each 
column: _
Score Guide--School Building Level Committee
Multiply total checks 
in each column by the
indicated weight: 1 2 3____
Weighted column scores: _____ _______ _________
Total Score (add the 
three weighted column 
scores):__________________________ _______ ________
Step Two:
Refer this child for evaluation if the total score is 24 
or above 80%.
Attach parent/teacher checklist with samples/examples to 
the back for documentation.
Child's Namq. Date Grade. School
We would like you to help us to better understand the child whose name appears 
on this scale checklist. We are particularly interested in those special 
strengths and talents you have observed in this child. Place a check in the 
appropriate blank to indicate the degree to which this child displays each of 
the following behaviors. When possible, provide examples/samples for items 
checked "frequently."
1 = Seldom; 2 = Occasionally; 3= Frequently to
Examples H
Carries out responsibilities 
£ and fulfills commitments with 
"J little supervision
Displays self-confidence, but 
may appear to brag or boast
Participates readily in group 
activities; cooperates with 
others, but may tend to 
dominate at times to
Speaks well in front of a 
group he/she feels comfortable 
with i-3M
a
1____ 2____ 2_________ Examples
Enjoys problem solving/ 
decisions making, produces 
creative and effective 
solutions to problems
Is alert, observant, and a 
good listener
Is a self-directed independent 
thinker, but may challenge 
authority
Attends to a task until it is 
completed, but may have little 
regard for time schedules
Is a leader as viewed by 
others
Is open to the ideas of others, 
but may be overly critical of 












4. Language most often 
spoken:
By student ________
In the home ________
PARENT/GUARDIAN
8 . Name_______________________ ________
9. Address____________________________
Zip

































15. Educational level (please indicate the highest grade 
school or college that you completed):
Mother______________ _ _____________________________
Father___________ _ ___________ _____________________
16. Number of brothers ____________  sisters___________
17. Number of brothers and sisters in a Gifted program: 
brothers__________ sisters_________________
APPENDIX F
TEACHER DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 
Directions: Please answer each of the following questions.





__________Other (specify)______________ _ ______________






________ _ Other (specify)___________________________
3. a. Indicate the TOTAL number of years you have
taught:__________________
b. If you have taught or teach in a gifted program, 
indicate the number of years you have taught:
4. Indicate awareness level concerning gifted children: 
a .
__________ Courses
 Methods Sc Mtls for Teaching Gifted
 Characteristics of Gifted
_____Survey of Exceptional Children
_____Other___________________________________________
 Workshops, date(s)__________




5. Indicate if you have made a referral of a child for 
gifted placement in:
a. 1990-91 School Year ________ Yes________No
b. 1991-92 School Year ________ Yes  No
c. Ethnic background of child/children and number 


















FEDERAL DEFINITIONS OF ETHNIC GROUPS
CAIJCASIAN/WHITE. not of Hispanic origin--persons having 
origins in any of the original peoples of Europe, North 
Africa, or the Middle East.
BLACK/AFRICAN AMERICAN, not of Hispanic origin--persons 
having origins in any of the Black racial groups of Africa.
ASIAN or PACIFIC ISLANDER--
Chinese/Chinese-American--persons having origins in any of 
the original peoples of China.
Japanese/Japanese-American--persons having origins in any of 
the original peoples of the Philippine Islands.
Filipino/Philipino--persons having origins in any of the 
original peoples of the Philippine Islands.
Pakistan/East Indian--persons having origins in any of the 
original peoples of the Indian sub-continent.
other Asian--persons having origins in any of the peoples of 
the Far East (including Korea), Southeast Asia, or Pacific 
Islands (including Samoan), not included in any of the Asian 
categories listed above.
AMERICAN INDIAN or ALASKAN NATIVE--persons having origins in 
any of the original American Indian peoples of North America, 
including Eskimos and Aleuts, or who maintain cultural 
identification through tribal affiliation or community 
recognition.
Hispanic, Including Black Individuals whose origins are 
Hispanic--
Mexican/Mexican-American/Chicano--persons of Mexican 
culture or origin, regardless of race.
Latino-American/Latino--persons of Latin American (e.g.. 
Central American, South American, Cuban, Puerto Rican) 
culture or origin, regardless of race.
Other/Spanish/Spanish-American--persons of Spanish culture or 
origin, not included in any of the Hispanic categories listed 
above (Digest of Education Statistics, 1991).
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APPENDIX H
EXAMPLES OF CATEGORICAL CONSTRUCTS
Listed below are examples of parent and teacher comments for 
various items on the Creativity and Leadership Checklists 
(Appendix B and D). Each comment's source and checklist item 
are indicated within the parenthesis. P = parent,
T = teacher, C = Creativity and L = Leadership.
Cognitive - comments relate to knowledge areas
- "Loves to solve problem." "Reasoning ability; strong 
high order thinker." (T, L, Item 5)
- "Likes to solve problems, even one she doesn't; even 
understand." "Very enthusiastic about confronting 
problems and finding solutions." (P, L, Item 5)
- "Recall - locked in." " Always excellent in discussions 
in class." (T, L, Item 6)
- "Capacity for memory and details of things seen and 
heard and establishes inner relationships." (P, L,
Item 6)
- "I've stopped counting the inventions and games he has 
created." "When she finishes her classwork early, she 
finds ways to expand on things she knows." (T, C,
Item 2)
- "His kite broke. He took the pieces and made a bow and 
arrows and a bag to carry them in." "Like to take 
things apart and make things out of the parts; likes to 
draw and make guns and knives out of paper." (P, C, 
Item 2)
- "She loves to write stories. She writes stories and 
illustrates them." " Has a great imagination. Writes 
stories." (T, C, Item 3)
- "Has won a creative writing contest. Has also written 
several short stories." "Frequently writes stories in 
book form; often brings home newspaper items from class 
to type on computer." (P, C, Item 3)
- "Detailed, but lazy." "Gives reasons for why things
are done." (T, C, Item 5)
- "Figured out a way to hook up on Christmas lights on 
front fence and then put them up by himself." "Lots of 
ideas - she'll run you nuts." Can usually think of an 
easier way to complete a task." (P, C, Item 5)
- "Has loved mazes since he was 4 yrs. old. Loves to do
math problems.“ "Once hooked up a wagon behind his 
three-wheeler to haul grass in as he raked it up."
"Has a lot of common sense. Can figure most things out 





Affective - comments relate to feelings and attitudes
- "Has a mind of her own and believes she is always 
right." (P, L, Item 7)
- "Gives a facial expression to let you know she's 
interested & likes to know why when she gets things 
wrong." (T, L, Item 7)
- "Always thinks 'her way' is best." (P, L, Item 7)
- "Open, but likes his ideas best!" (T, L, Item 10)
- "He listens to others' ideas, but he wants to improve 
them." "Always worries about others." (P, L, Item. 10)
- "She expresses her true feelings and emotions very 
easily." (T, C, Item 1)
- "Very sensitive to the poor, sick and old people. Wants 
to help all organizations for children. Hard for her to 
understand why all kids don't have feelings for other 
people." (P, C, Item 1)
- "Is honest, seldom straying from the truth." (P, C, 
Item 3)
Behavioral - comments relate to a descriptive behavior
- "Can't leave things undone." (T, L, Item 1)
- "Accepts tasks that are overwhelming." "Can fold
clothes very well and will also put them up." "Takes 
care of pets." (P, L, Item 1)
- "Great self confidence, but does not brag or boast."
(T, L, Item 2)
- "Volunteers to do most anything, especially tractor 
driving, moving hay bales." (P, L, Item 2)
- "Dominates; a real leader; uninhibited." (T, L,
Item 3)
- "Likes to boss and lead." (P, L, item 3)
- "Very quick with a task." (T, L, Item 8)
- "Will do what she's told, but on her time." (P, L,
Item 8)
- "Was watching a fly in the house and following it 
around playing like he had a remote control for it."
(P, C, Item 2)
- "Adventurous risk in ideas, but definitely a rules 
follower." "Very adventurous, but does follow class 
rules." (T, C, Item 4)
- "He loves to build things such as adding to a treehouse
but he's not supposed to go in the barn because it’s
falling down but he gets some of his lumber there."
"Had an adventurous side but knows rules are to be 
followed." (P, C, Item 4)
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